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PRELIMINARY  NOTE. 

A  tract  has  lately  been  written  and  published  entitled 
"The  Forgeries  connected  with  the  Original  Deed 
given  to  Roger  Williams  by  the  Sachems." 

This  '"deed"  in  a  mutilated  condition  has  been  very 
nicely  "inlaid  "  or  protected  by  a  wide  margin  of  strong 
paper,  and  is  carefully  preserved  at  the  City  Hall,  in 
Providence.  It  is  bound  with  other  Indian  deeds  (or 
papers  signed  by  Indians)  in  a  book  specially  prepared 
for  that  purpose.  On  the  page  preceding  this  paper, 
signed  by  Canonicus  and  Aliantonomi,  is  preserved  a 
paper  which  was  apparently  used  as  a  cover  to  the 
"deed,"  as  it  is  endorsed  "No.  i  DEED  from  Conani- 
cus  Indian  Sachems  to  Roger  Williams."  Unlike  the 
"deed,"  this  paper  is  entire  ;  and  the  queries  arise :  Was 
it  originally  a  part  of  the  sheet  on  which  the  "deed  "  was 
written  ?  Was  the  paper  on  which  the  "  deed  "  is  written 
originally  of  the  same  size  as  the  paper  of  the  cover  ? 
As  the  "deed"  itself  is  badly  mutilated,  the  edges  being 
ragged,  and  is  much  injured  in  many  other  parts,  it 
is  not  probable  that  the  cover  was  originall}'  a  por- 


tion  of  the  "deed,"  or  it  would  show  the  same  mu- 
tilation. It  is  of  the  same  width,  but  it  is  two  and  one- 
half  inches  longer  than  the  paper  of  the  "deed,"  and 
the  presumption  is  that  the  paper  of  the  "deed"  was 
originally  of  the  same  length  as  that  of  the  cover. 
The  paper  of  the  deeds  from  the  other  Indians,  known 
as  the  "Confirmation  Deeds,"  is  similar  in  texture  and 
dimensions  to  this  cover,  and  this  strengthens  the  im- 
pression that  the  paper  of  the  "deed"  was  of  same  size. 
This  two  and  one-half  inches  of  missing  paper  would 
be  sufficient  for  the  writing  of  the  clause  which  is 
claimed  was  interpolated  and  a  forgery,  if  written  in  the 
open,  angular  handwriting  of  Roger  Williams,  the  pen- 
man of  the  "Sachem's  Deed."  A  line  of  this  "deed" 
of  an  average  length  has  about  thirty-six  letters  and 
spaces.  By  writing  the  disputed  clause  and  dividing  it 
as  nearly  as  possible  into  lines  of  this  average  length 
of  thirty-six  letters  and  spaces,  and  leaving  out  the  last 
word  of  the  clause,  "river,"  as  this  is  upon  the  lower 
portion  of  the  deed,  it  takes  eight  lines  of  Roger  Wil- 
liams's handwriting.  This  eight  lines  will  occupy  the 
two  and  one-half  inches  of  space  of  the  width  of  the 
writing  of  the  "deed."  Does  not  this  create  a  belief  that 
a  clause  of  equal  length  was  originally  a  part  of  the 
"deed".-*    And  what  clause  so  likely  as  that  which  Wil- 


liam  Arnold  certified  in  1658  was  the  "true  words  of 
the  wrighting." 

This  clause,  "As  also  in  Consideration  of  the  many 
Kindnesses  &  services  he  hath  continually  done  for  us 
both  with  our  friends  of  Massachusetts  as  also  at 
Ouinitikticutt  And  Apaum  or  Plimouth  wee  doe  freely 
give  unto  him  all  that  land  from  those  Rivers  Reaching 
to  Pawtuxett  River,  as  also  y^  Grassc  &  •  meaddowes 
upon  Pawtuxett  River,"  was  placed  upon  the  town 
records  in  connection  with  the  undisputed  portion  of 
the  "deed,"  and  the  whole  was  at  the  time  of  enroll- 
ment, certified  "in  the  face  of  the  Court"  as  "the  true 
words  of  the  wrighting"  called  the  "Town  Evidence" 
of  Providence. 

The  author  of  the  tract,  in  writing  of  this  clause, 
asserts  that  "it  is  a  forgery;"  the  question  that  it  is  a 
forgery  "is  not  debatable,  it  is  a  fixed  fact."  He  also 
writes,  "the  signature  of  Roger  Williams  is  a  forgery," 
and  "the  signature  of  Benedict  Arnold  is  probably  a 
forgery."  And  inasmuch  as  historical  writers  have 
heretofore  accepted  the  clause  and  the  signatures  as 
genuine,  he  offers  the  challenge  that  "men  must  cease 
repeating  these  hoary  lies  or  historically  destroy  this 
(his)  tract." 

These  are  very  sweeping  charges,  and  before  they 


are  accepted  and  considered  to  be  ''fixed facts''  the 
reader  is  asked  to  look  into  the  history  of  the  State, 
and  examine  certain  contemporary  documents  a's  to 
their  bearing  upon  this  question,  and  not  be  carried 
away  by  the  forceful  and  enthusiastic  manner  of  Mr. 
Rider.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  Mr.  Rider  has 
proved  his  'claims  as  to  tlie  forgeries,  or  that  his 
position  is  fixed  or  unquestionable. 

The  name  of  William  Harris  is  very  prominent  in 
the  tract  under  criticism.  He  was  one  of  the  five  men 
who  ventured  into  the  wilderness  with  Roger  Wil- 
liams to  found  a  state  striving  for  its  fundamental  prin- 
ciple "to  hould  forth  Liberty  of  Conscience."  He  was 
one  of  the  thirteen  original  proprietors  or  purchasers 
of  Providence  and  Pawtuxet  from  the  Indians,  depend- 
ing always  upon  this  "deed"  for  his  underlying  title, 
and  through  a  long  life  resisting  through  the  courts  all 
attacks  upon  his  home  and  property.  When  others 
attempted  to  belittle  the  foundations  of  his  possessions 
he  maintained  their  strength  at  his  own  expense, 
although  the  fight  was  for  the  benefit  of  his  detractors 
as  well  as  for  himself.  He  was  the  strong  man  in  the 
emergency. 

Some  twenty-five  years  ago,  1  had  for  quite  a  long 
period  the  possession  of  what  are  known  as  the  "Harris 


Papers,"  and  while  in  my  hands  I  made  copies  of  all  of 
them.  I  understand  that  I\Ir.  Rider  now  has  in  his 
possession  the  papers  that  I  then  copied.  Nothing  can 
be  found  in  those  papers,  and  I  have  been  unable  to 
find  anything  elsewhere,  that  could  have  given  him  any 
foundation  for  his  statements  that  "William  Harris 
and  his  partners"  had  any  land  scheme  between  them 
by  which  they  could  or  did  attempt  to  defraud  the 
original  thirteen  purchasers  or  their  heirs  or  assigns 
from  the  rightful  ownership  of  the  Providence  and  Paw- 
tuxet  lands.  And  there  is  nothing  in  the  papers 
making  Harris  a  partner  of  William  Arnold,  William 
Carpenter  or  Zachary  Rhodes  or  Benedict  Arnold  in 
any  of  their  land  schemes.  And  as  to  William  Harris 
being  in  any  way  connected  with  the  actions  which 
Mr.  Rider  calls  forgeries,  cannot  be  assumed  from 
anything  in  those  papers,  and  my  protest  is  here 
entered  against  that  imputation. 

To  my  mind  William  Harris  was  superior  in  intellect 
to  any  of  his  associates,  and  although  during  his  long 
life  he  was  continually  in  litigation,  it  was  always  in 
defense  of  his  home  and  estate.  I  think  he  was  con- 
tinuously successful  in  proving  that  his  position  was 
right.  Such  a  man  should  receive  commendations, 
rather  than  reproaches,  from  the  historian. 


Mr.  Rider  says  that  "those  who  hereafter  propose 
to  malign  Williams  for  his 'quarrel' with  Harris  will 
first  have  to  overthrow  the  positions  taken  by  him  in" 
his  tract.  These  positions  it  is  claimed  are  "over- 
thrown," but  no  one  should  from  that  cause  malign 
Roger  Williams,  and  Williams  in  his  malignity  towards 
William  Harris,  has  injured  himself. 
'  My  attention  having  thus  been  drawn  to  the  Paw- 
tuxet  land  controversy,  the  appearance  in  print  of 
any  articles  referring  to  that  subject,  has  since  that 
time  proved  of  interest  to  me.  Hence,  while  I  cannot 
agree  with  Mr.  Rider  in  his  conclusions,  I  am  glad  that 
the  tract  has  been  printed ;  and  if  his  opinions  on  the 
"forgery"  question  do  not  stand  criticism,  the  tract 
contains  much  that  is  worthy  of  preservation. 

G.  T.  P. 
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THIL  "TOWNE  EVIDENCE." 

Forgery  is  the  attempt  by  one  or  a  number  of  per- 
sons to  fraudulently  make  or  produce  a  writing  which 
is  to  be  used  to  the  injury  of  another's  righis.  Inter- 
polating words  into  a  paper,  or  the  tearing  out  or 
"eration"  of  words  from  a  paper,  was  considered 
during  the  seventeenth  century  as  equivalent  to 
forgery,  and  the  penalty  therefor  was  cropping  of  ears, 
pillory,  and  im})risonmcnt.  As  late  as  1S22  the  law  of 
Rhode  Island  was  equally  severe,  as  the  penalty  for 
altering,  forging  or  counterfeiting  any  record,  or  deed, 
etc.,  etc.,  was,  that  on  conviction  the  forger  should, 
while  on  the  pillory,  "be  cropped  by  having  a  piece  of 
each  of  his  ears  cut  off"  and  be  branded  "with  the 
brand  of  the  letter  C,"  and  be  imprisoned  not  exceed- 
ing six  years  and  fined  not  exceeding  four  thousand 
dollars  —  all  or  any  of  these  penalties  at  the  discretion 
of  the  court.  The  laws  of  Elizabeth  define  the  word 
"eration"  as  one  act  of  forgery. 

It  mu.st  be  accepted  as  a  "fixed  fact  and  not  de- 
bateable"  that  a  forgery  must  have  a  specific  time  of 


commission,  and  that  there  must  be  a  motive  for  the 
commission  of  the  forgery. 

The  enrohment  of  the  "deed"  in  question  was  made 
on  the  7th  of  the  12th  month  (February),  1658-9.  At 
the  same  time  William  Arnold  gave  his  testiniony  be- 
fore the  Court  as  to  the  cause  of  the  mutilated  con- 
dition of  the  paper  —  that  it  was  by  accident.  Mowlong 
Fenner,  the  wife  of  Arthur  Fenner,  gives  Jier  relation 
in  1708  as  to  the  cause  of  the  accident ;  /.  e.  "Joseph 
Carpenter"  said  "that  his  Grandfather  (William  Arnold) 
told  him  that  he  had  the  original  deed  of  the  Town  in 
his  keeping  and  his  Grandmother  thought  it  was  a 
piece  of  waste  paper  and  wrapped  up  garden  seeds  in 
it.  When  she  had  sowed  her  seeds  she  threw  away  the 
deed  as  waste  paper  and  he  found  it,  and  that  being 
out  in  the  wet  some  of  the  deed  tore  out,"  etc.* 

William  Harris,  in  his  Plea  of  the  Petuxet  Pur- 
chasers, etc.,  1677,  t  says:  "As  to  the  first  that  Our 
grant  was  consealed  we  prove  by  a  record  of  the  Town 
by  which  (what  was  Lost)  was  Obtained.  At  that 
Time  our  said  grants  were  so  long  concealed  that 
ahnost  all  knew  not  where  they  were,  nor  wher  to 
Enquire   after   them.      Seeing  what    Strange  Acting 

♦See  Publications  of  R.  I.  Historical  Society,  October,  1S94, 
p.  197. 

tSee  Proceedings  of  the  R.  I.  Historical  Society,  1S92-93, 
pp.  204-205. 


there  was  in  Town  a  fayvour  called  to  mind  that  I  had 
a  Coppy  of  Our  Evidences  to  perform  on  a  Word  with 
Others  between  Providence  &  petuxet  which  looking 
for  I  found  and  Shewed  it  to  the  Inhabitanse,  who 
soon  after  Wrote  to  the  Man  of  whom  1  had  My  Copy 
for  the  original,  who  Sent  as  he  said  what  he  could  find, 
his  Wife  he  said  had  given  it  with  garden  Seeds  to 
some  of  Providence,  and  so  it  was  Torn,  but  Thomas 
Olney  Senior  had  a  Copy  as  I  had  Under  the  said 
Mans  hand  which  we  produced  and  he  Confessed  and 
bore  his  solemn  Testamony  to  the  Truth  of  the  said 
Copys  all  which  was  Entered  on  Record."  In  same 
paper  Mr.  Harris  says:  "About  thirty  years  since  & 
some  years  before  we  had  differences  about  lands,  but 
at  our  first  differences  we  had  our  grants  whole  &  then 
soon  ended  our  Differences  as  our  award  shews  which 
we  produce  but  at  the  after  differences  our  books  were 
fallen  into  some  mens  hands  that  kept  them  from  us 
for  some  time  and  it  so  happcn'd  that  our  grants  fell 
into  one  mans  hands  &  before  we  could  recover  them 
one  part  concerning  pawtuxet  was  taken  out  &  the 
paper  on  both  sides  thereof  put  edge  to  edge  «Sr  pasted 
together  on  another  paper  &  only  one  word  left  of  that 
side  which  word  was  pawtuxet  but  blotted  as  this  word 
— — —  that  might  be  read  pawtuxet." 


The  charge  of  forgery  in  this  case  consists  in 
claiming  that  the  following  words,  which  are  recorded 
as  in  the  "deed,"  were  not  in  the  original  "deed  "  and 
were  placed  there  for  purposes  of  deception  ;  i.  c,  "As 
also  in  consideration  of  the  many  Kindnesses  &  services 
he  hath  continually  done  for  us  both  with  our  friends  of 
Massachusett  as  also  at  Quinitikticutt  And  Apauni  or 
Plimouth,  wee  doe  freely  Give  unto  him  all  that  land 
from  those  Rivers  Reaching  to  Pautuxett  Ri\'er,  as 
also  the  Grassc  and  meaddowes  upon  Pautuxett  River." 

This  "wrighting"  was  called  the  "Town  Evidence" 
and  is  dated  the  "24  of  the  first  month  commonly 
called  March  y=  second  yeare  of  our  plantation  or 
planting  at  Mooshausick  or  Providence."  According 
to  the  tract,  this  year  was  163S,  and  so  the  interpola- 
tion or  forgery  must  have  been  done  between  March 
24,  1638,  and  P\-bruary  7,  165 8-9. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  words  "many  kindnesses  & 
services  he  hath  continually  done,"  etc.,  refer  to  ac- 
tions done  for  the  Indians  subscqitcjit  to  March,  l6j8, 
and  on  that  account  the  clause  must  have  been  added 
at  a  later  date  than  March,  1638. 

Gov.  Bradford,  in  a  letter  to  Gov.  Winthrop,  dated 
April  1 1,  1638,  speaks  of  Mr.  Williams  being  at  Plymouth 
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"not  long  since"  with  Mr.  Cottington  and  others* 
urging  the  government  of  Plymouth  to  permit  a  settle- 
ment at  Sowams,  which  was  denied  them,  and  they 
were  referred  to  the  Indians,  and  to  Massachusetts  in 
relation  to  a  settlement  at  Aquidneck  Island.  In  Win- 
throp's  History  of  New  England,  under  date  of  1636, 
it  is  recorded  that  Miantinomi  was  at  Boston.  Articles 
of  peace  between  Massachusetts  Colony  and  the  Narra- 
gansetts  had  been  prepared,  and  it  w^as  agreed  "that  a 
copy  of  them  should  be  sent  to  Mr.  Williams  who  could 
best  interpret  it  to  them"  (the  Indians).  Roger  Wil- 
liams t  gives  testimony  in  1682,  that  having  about 
fifty  years  before  found  a  great  contest  in  Narragansett 
Country  between  Sachems  Canonicus  and  JMiantinomi 
against  Ousamequm  he  was  "forced  to  travel  between 
them  three  to  pacify,  to  satisfy,"  etc.  This  was  m  1635. 
In  his  letter  of  Oct.  24,  1636,  t  to  Gov.  John  Winthrop, 
he  writes:  "I  was  abroad  about  the  Pequt  business." 
In  May,  1637,  §  he  again  writes  to  Gov.  W^inthrop: 
"The  latter  end  of  last  week  I  gave  notice  to  our 
neigbor  princes  of  your  intentions  and  preparations 
against  the  common  enemy  the  Pequots."     "  Miantun- 

*John  Clarke  was  one,  see  ///.  A'eias  from  New  England. 
tNarr.  Club,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  406. 
JNarr.  Club,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  7. 
§Narr.  Club,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  16. 
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nomu  kept  his  barbarous  court  lately  at  my  house,"  etc. 
If  the  "deed"  was  dated  March  24,  163S,  his  so  recent 
actions  would  have  been  present  to  the  minds  of  the 
Indians,  but  as  Roger  Williams  wrote  the  paper,  and  it 
was  his  usual  self-glorifying  habit  to  call  attention  to 
himself  and  his  actions,  the  cause  of  the  words  is  ap- 
parent. He  could  not  be  Roger  Williams  and  not  be 
self-glorious. 

The  words  of  the  "deed  "  descripti\e  of  the  property 
conveyed  unquestioned  are  as  follows;  /.  <?.,  "the  lands 
and  medowcs  upon  the  2  fresh  rivers  called  IMooshaus- 
suck  and  Wanasquatuckqut,  doe  now  by  these  presents 
establish  and  confirm  y^  bounds  of  Those  Lands  from 
the  river  and  fields  of  Pawtuckqut  —  y^  great  hill  of 
Notaquonchanet  on  y*=  Norwcst  —  and  the  town  of 
Maushapog  on  y^  West."  This  gives  no  boundaries 
on  the  south  or  east.  On  the  east  was  the  "great 
Salt  Sea"  or  Narragansett  ]-5ay,  and,  in  order  to  define 
the  southern  boundary,  were  added  the  words  "all  that 
land  from  those  Rivers  reaching  to  Pawtuxet  River,  as 
also  the  grasse  and  meadows  uj)on  Pawtuxett  River." 
This  is  the  reasonable  inference  and  the  conveyance  is 
manifestly  imperfect  without  this  clause. 

For  a  better  understanding  it  is  well  to  consult  the 
plat  furnished  in  the  tract,  whereby  it  will  be  readily 
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seen  that  these  words  were  necessary  to  a  complete 
description  of  the  land.  But  where  could  the  writer  of 
the  "deed"  have  been  when  he  described  the  boundaries 
mentioned  in  the  "deed"  ?  If  he  was  at  Providence  as  far 
south  as  "Foxes  II  ill  "(now  Fox  Point),  Notaquonchanet 
Hill  was  at  the  southwest  (not "  Norwest  ")  and  Mausha- 
pog  still  further  southwest  (not  "West ").  To  make 
this  a  proper  description  Roger  Williams  and  Mianto- 
nomi,  if  he  set  the  bounds  "in  his  own  person"  by 
travelling  over  the  ground,  could  not  make  these  points 
have  their  proper  compass  positions  unless  the  writer 
was  at  some  place  south  of  P'ield's  Point,  either  on  the 
east  side  of  the  bay,  at  "Sowams,"  perhaps,  or  near  the 
mouth  of  the  Pawtuxet  on  the  west  side  of  the  bay.  This 
may  have  no  bearing  on  the  forgery,  but  perhaps  gives 
some  light  on  the  description  of  the  land  conveyed. 

The  additional  "^Memorandum  of  3  mon  9  die 
this  was  all  againe  confirmed  by  Aliantenomy  he 
acknowledged  this  his  act  and  hand  up  the  streame  of 
Patuckett  &  Patuxet  without  Limitt  we  might  have 
for  our  use  of  Cattcll "  in  no  way  changes  the  dcscrip- 
tion  of  the  boundaries. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  present  appearance  of  the 
"deed"  precludes  the  possibility  of  the  alleged  writing 
ever  having  been  upon  the  "  deed,"  as  the  folds  would  not 
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permit  of  it,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  paper  is  entirely 
occupied  by  the  writing  that  is  upon  it.  Was  not  the 
paper  in  three  folds  instead  of  two,  and  the  middle  fold 
now  missing?  Did  not  the  interpolation  or  forgery 
occupy  the  whole  of  this  middle  fold,  and  was  it  not 
commenced  as  a  new  sentence,  and  not  in  close  con- 
tinuation of  the  first  part  of  the  "deed"? 

By  a  careful  examination  of  thefac-simile  of  the  "deed" 
given  us  in  the  tract,  and  also  by  study  of  the  construc- 
tion of  the  handwriting  upon  it,  it  is  evident  that  there 
was  no  interpolation,  but  that  the  clause  was  a  part  of 
the  original  "deed." 

Roger  Williams,  who  wrote  the  "deed,"  in  making  the 
capital  letter  P,  carried  the  stem  of  the  letter  below  the 
line  of  writing  and  finished  with  a  cross  line,  thus : 
By  examination  of  the  first  line  of  the  lower  por- 
tion of  the  paper,  on  the  word  "have  "  before  the  word 
"hereunto,"  the  up  stroke  of  the  letter  "h"  has  upon  it 
this  same  cross  line,  employed  by  Mr.  Williams  in  his 
writing  the  capital  letter  P. 

Suppose  the  word  Pawtuxet  should  be  written  in 
imitation  of  I\Ir.  Williams'  handwriting  and  placed  above 
that  word  "have,"  and  that  unnecessary  cross  line  will 
be  explained.  This  peculiar  letter,  used  by  Mr.Williams, 
will  be  found  in  the  word  "  Pawtuckqut,"  a  few  lines 
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above  the  break  across  the  jxapcr.  In  the  claimed  in- 
terpolated clause  the  word  "  Pawtuxett "  precedes  the 
word  "river."  In  order  to  explain  the  cause  of  this 
word  "river"  appearing  upon  the  "deed"  and  not  on  the 
record  of  1662,  the  word  "river"  is  asserted  to  be  in 
another  handwriting,  and  is  called  an  interpolation,  or  a 
forgery.  If  it  was  on  the  paper  at  the  tniic  of  signa- 
ture, it  was  the  concludnig  word  of  some  sentence,  and 
William  Arnold  testified  that  the  clause  of  which  it 
was  the  termination  was  part  of  the  "true  words." 
Is  this  the  proper  explanation.-*  Is  this  word  "river" 
in  the  handwriting  of  Roger  Williams  ?  This  is  the 
expressed  opinion  of  all  when  a  comparison  of  the 
writing  of  this  word  "river"  with  the  same  word  in 
another  portion  of  the  "deed"  has  been  requested  of 
persons  competent  to  judge.- 

Judge  Staples  sa)'s  :  "the  body  of  the  deed  is  in  the 
handwriting  of  Roger  Williams,"  and  that  "the  clause 
signed  by  him  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Thomas  James." 
It  is  evident  that  the  word  "river"  is  on  the  paper  and 
probably  has  been  from  its  inception. 
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MOTIVES  FOR  FORGERY. 

Let  us  now  follow  the  history  of  Providence  and 
Pawtuxet  in  chronological  order,  and  while  doing  so 
see  if  any  motive  could  exist  for  an  interpolation  of 
such  a  clause  in  the  "deed."  A  motive  for  the  erasure 
or  tearing  out  such  a  clause  is  very  apparent. 

Gov.  Bradford,  writing  about  Roger  Williams,  states 
"that  he  has  many  precious  parts  but  very  unsettled 
in  judgement."  Williams  had  peculiar  notions,  one 
being,  that  it  was  wrong  to  date  from  the  birth  of 
Christ  or  according  to  the  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
King.  In  fact,  in  nearly  all  of  his  letters,  when  he  uses 
any  date  he  adds  the  words  "ut  vulgo  "  or  "so  called." 
Some  of  his  associates  used  the  same  phrase,  possibly 
in  compliment  to,  or  as  following,  his  lead,  but  his  con- 
temporaries in  other  colonies  rarely  did  so  use  it. 

William  Harris  explains  the  reason  for  this  in  his 
"Plea  to  the  Court  of  Commissioners,  November  17, 
1677"  (Harris  Papers),  in  his  recital  of  the  history  of 
Providence  and  Pawtuxet.  He  writes  that  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land  for  himself  and  twelve  partners,  by 


Mr.  Williams,  "was  about  40  years  since,  for  we  have 
possessed  it  ever  since  1637  or  rather  before,  before 
there  were  any  other  English  in  these  parts,  here  we 
were.  Rhode  Island  was  purchased  after  we  had 
been  settled  and  planted,  and  yet  their  grant  bears  date 
1637  but  Mr.  W'illiams  says  the  Kings  power  cast  him 
out  and  said  he  did  not  know  whether  the  King  would 
own  him,  so  he  took  a  date  of  his  own  and  we  seeing 
his  disposition,  we  were  unwilling  to  strive  and  his  date 
was  from  his  Plantation,  not  from  the  year  of  our  Lord 
or  King."  The  date  of  the  year  is  omitted  on  this  "Sa- 
chems Deed,"  as  designated  by  Mr.  Rider,  or  "Grand 
Purchase  Deed,"  as  styled  by  Judge  Staples,  but  as  it 
is  called  on  the  Records,  the  "Towne  Evidence,"  and 
was  so  known  to  the  colonists,  it  will  hereafter  be  so 
designated  in  this  tract. 

In  1666,  Roger  Williams  *  makes  a  statement  that 
on  the  "8th  of  y^  8th  mon.  1638  so  called"  he  gave  a 
writing  to  his  friends  and  neighbors  (12  in  number) 
confirming  to  them  his  purchase  of  the  plantation  of 
New  Providence ;  viz. ,  "The  two  fresh  rivers  Wanasqua- 
"  tuckett  &  Mooshausick,  and  y"  grounds  &  IMeadowes 
"  thereupon.  As  also  I  doe  freely  make  &  passe  over 
"  eqnall  Right  and poiver  of  Eiijojeing  and  despossiyig 

♦Early  Records,  Vol.  III.,  p.  90. 
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"  of  the  Lands  &  grounds  RcacJiing  from  tJie  aforesaid 
"  Rivers  unto  the  great  River  pawtuxett  ivith  the 
"  grasse  &  vieadozves  there  nf>on  tv''  zvas  so  latc/y  given 
^^  &  granted  by  the  aforesaid  Sachijns  to  inc.''  This 
shows  that  Roger  Williams  understood  in  1638  (and 
also  in  1666)  that  the  Sachems  had  conve}'ed  to  him 
the  lands  unto  and  upon  the  Pawtuxet  river  and  the 
grass  and  meadows  thereupon.  This  he  could  not 
have  done  if  he  relied  upon  the  "Towne  Evidence," 
unless  the  claimed  interpolated  clause  was  originally 
a  part  of  the  document,  as  the  words  of  this  deed  are 
very  nearly  identical  with  those  of  the  clause  claimed 
as  interpolated.  Without  the  clause  being  in  the 
"Towne  Evidence,"  his  conveyance  could  have  trans- 
ferred no  lands  south  of  Mashapaug. 

In  Rhode  Island  Historical  Tracts,  Vol.  XIV.,  p.  55, 
is  printed  a  letter  supposed  to  have  been  written  by 
Roger  Williams  and  is  dated  November  17,  1677.  The 
copy  of  the  letter  was  found  among  the  "Harris 
Papers."  It  certainly  is  written  in  the  style  of  Roger 
W^illiams  and  bears  the  stamp  of  authenticity.  He 
writes :  "  Pawtuxet  I  parted  with  at  a  small  addition 
(to  what  he  had  received)  to  Providence,  for  then  that 
monstrous  bound  or  business  of  up  stream  without 
Limits  was  not  thought  of." 


Note  that  he  claims  to  have  owned  Tawtuxct  land 
and  sold  it,  but  did  not  tlioi  know  the  effect  of  the 
phrase  "Up  Streanies  without  Limits."  Where  did  he 
get  any  title  to  Pawtuxet  land,  except  by  virtue  of  the 
so-called  forged,  or  interpolated,  clause  in  the  "Towne 
Evidence  "  ? 

In  R.  I.  Colonial  Records,  Vol.  1.,  p.  20,  can  be  found 
the  following  agreement  made  between  the  several  in- 
habitants of  the  Town  of  Providence,  the  8th  of  the  8th 
month,  1638,  which  is  the  date  of  the  conveyance  above, 
from  Roger  Williams  to  his  neighbors:  "It  is  agreed 
this  day  abovesaid  that  all  iJic  }iicaduiv  ground  at  Paw- 
tuxet, bounding  upon  t lie  fresh  river  upon  both  sides  is  to 
be  impropriated  unto  these  thirteen  persons  being  now 
incorporate  into  our  town  of  Providence  viz.  P^zekiel 
Holyman,  Francis  Weston,  Richard  Waterman,  Thomas 
Olney,  Robert  Coles,  William  Carpenter,  William  Har- 
ris, John  Throckmorton,  Roger  Willianis,  John  Greene, 
Thomas  James,  William  Arnold,  Stukely  Wescott,  and 
to  be  equally  divided  among  them,"  etc.,  and  to  this 
Roger  Williams  adds  his  acknowledgment  that  all  the 
men  have  paid  their  dues  to  him. 

Thirteen  persons  had  by  an  agreement  among  them- 
selves been  incorporated  into  the  "Town  of  Provi- 
dence," and   under  the   Initial  Deed  (so  called)  from 


Roger  Williams  were  the  owners  of  all  the  land  he  had 
received  from  the  Sachems.  These  men  were  desirous 
of  enlarging  their  number,  and  in  order  that  the  new- 
comers, purchasing  shares  in  Providence,  should  not 
enjoy  equal  possession  with  themselves,  this  ''meadow 
ground  at  Pawtuxct  "  was  thus  set  apart  from  the 
"Grand  Purchase"  for  the  special  ownership  of  this 
select  thiiteen  men,  and  was  designated  as  "Pawtuxet" 
or  "Pawtuxet  Lands." 

The  remaining  lands  of  Providence  were  then  in 
the  market.  The  original  thirteen  drew  lots  and  had 
assigned  to  each  of  them  "a  home  lot"  and  a  "six  acre 
lot"  for  cultivation.  All  the  remaining  lands  were  to 
be  held  in  common  or  as  "common  land."  The  new- 
comers purchased  their  "home  lots"  and  "farms,"  and 
took  their  interest  in  the  common  lands  as  part  of 
their  purchase.  They  became  "proprietors"  or  "pur- 
chasers of  Providence."  In  a  few  years  many  differ- 
ences arose  between  the  inhabitants,  and  dissatisfaction 
as  to  the  proper  area  of  their  lands  and  as  to  the  bound- 
ary lines  between  estates.  On  July  27,  1640,  Robert 
Cole,  Chad  Brown,  William  Harris  and  John  Warner, 
who  had  been  appointed  a  committee  to  settle  the  mat- 
ters in  dispute,  made  report  to  the  Town  of  Providence. 
The  first  question  on  which  the  committee  had  agreed 


was  on  the  "parting  those  particcler  proprieties  wliich 
so^ne  of  our  neigJiboiirs  have  in  Patuxitt,  from  the 
general  Common  of  our  towne  of  Providence,"  etc.,  and 
they  proposed  running  a  hne  between  Wonasqua- 
tucket  and  Pawtuxet  Rivers  "of  an  even  distance," — all 
south  of  the  line  to  belong  to  Pawtuxet, —  thus  recog- 
nizing the  clause  in  the  "Towne  Evidence"  relating  to 
the  Pawtuxet  land. 

Would  this  agreement  have  been  made,  and  the 
money  been  paid  and  the  conmiittee  appointed  and 
their  report  adoj)ted,  unless  it  was  well  understood  by 
Roger  Williams  and  his  twelve  associates  and  the  after- 
comers  that  the)'  had  good  title  to  the  Pawtuxet  lands 
under  this  clause  in  the  "Towne  PZvidence".' 

At  this  time  the  "  Towne  Evidence,"  had  not  been 
recorded  anywhere,  but  'was  cared  for  by  some  one. 
There  had  been  no  vote  passed  authorizing  the  record 
nor  any  record  book  provided.  It  afterwards,  and  pos- 
sibly at  this  time,  was  m  hands  of  William  Arnold. 
This  was  the  course  adopted  at  Newport,  as  William 
Coddington,  in  1652,  testified  that  the  deed  from  the 
Indians  of  the  Island  of  Aquidnick  had  been  in  his 
hands  since  the  purchase. 

Among  the  "  Field  Papers,"  in  possession  of  tlie 
Rhode  Island  Historical  Society,  in  Vol.   I.,  p.  3,  is  a 
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conveyance  of  land  in  the  handwriting;  of  Roger  Wil- 
liams, and  witnessed  by  him.  It  is  supposed  that  the 
paper  has  never  been  recorded  nor  heretofore  printed, 
and  is,  therefore,  introduced  here  complete,  line  for 
line,  and  the  spelling  as  written  :  — 

Providence  the  20'''  of  the  i^'  mon.;   Kalled  ?vlarch 
&  in  y^  yeare  (so  called)  1639. 
Memorand. 

Y'  I  Thomas  James  of  Providence  doe  by 
these  presents  sell  unto  William  Field  of  Pro 
vidence  my  dwelling  house  &  all  my  howsing  in 
Providence  as  allso  my  Field  &  Garden  with  yc 
inclosures  thereof 

As  allso  my  portion  of  Medow  lying  beyond  Sassafras 
Hill  betweene  ye  medowes  of  Francis  Weston  & 
William  Carpenter 

As  allso  my  Portion  of  iMedow  on  Pawtuxet  river 
together  with  ye  Land  there  allotted  &  further 
to  be  allotted  unto  me 

As  allso  my  field  of  old  clcare  ground  on  Sassafras  Hill 
As  allso  my  interest  in  the  Ware  and  stampers  on 
Mosshawsick  river 

As  allso  all  other  Rights  dues  or  Priviledges  belon 
ging  to  me  Thomas  James  as  an  Inhabitant  of 
Providence. 

And  I  the  aforesaid  William  Field  doe  promise  to 
Pay  to  y^  said  Thomas  James,  in  consideracion  of 
the  said  howse  i.'v  Particulars  aforesaid  the 
full  summe  of  si.xtie  Pounds  of  Lawfull  money 
of  England  in  2  Payments:  namely  thirtie 
Pound  at  the  dwelling  house  of  y=  said  Thomas 
James  in  Quinnipiucke  the  first  day  of  the  4''i 
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month  called  June  next  ensuing:  in  y*-  yeare  1640 

And  thirtie  Pound  in  I.  money  the  first  day  of 

the  third  mon  :  called  May  y^  yeare  after  (so 

called)  1 64 1  :  at  Qunnipiuck.  in  witness  whereof  we  have  interchan 

geably  hereunto  set  our  hands 

In  the  presence  of  Thomas  James 

Roger  Williams  William  Field 

Nicholas  power 

In  the  same  "  Field  Papers"  is  a  deed  from  Thomas 
Ohiey,  dated  "9th  day  of  7th  month  1640,"  conveying 
to  Wilham  I^^ield  a  share  in  meadows  at  Pawtuxet,  next 
to  a  "share  of  meadow  lately  in  the  hands  of  Thomas 
James  and  now  in  the  hands  of  W'illiam  Meld."  In 
Early  Records,  Vol.  I.,  p.  103,  is  recorded  a  deed  from 
Thomas  Olney,  dated  January  11,  1642,  conveying;  to 
William  Arnold  "  of  providence  or  pawtuxett,"  all  his 
interest  in  certain  land  "  that  lieth  between  the  great 
fresh  River  Called  pautuxett  ori  the  South,"  (and  the 
division  line  on  the  North)  "the  great  Salt  River  on  the 
East  and  the  River  Called  pauchaset  on  the  West," 
excepting  certain  shares  of  meadow  sold  by  him  to 
William  Field,  etc. 

What  interest  could  Thomas  Olney  have  in  commit- 
tmg  forgery  by  interpolation  of  the  clause  when  his 
interest  in  the  Pawtuxet  lands  had  ceased  .'  Yet  his 
copy  of  the  "deed"  was  called  the  "true  writing"  at 
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the  time  of  enrollment,  and  he  is  charged,  together 
with  \\^il]iam  Harris,  as  imposing  on  posterity  an 
untrue  record. 

Is  it  possible  that  these  deeds  or  transfers  could 
have  been  drawn  (one  of  them  by  Roger  Williams) 
without  a  knowledge  that  the  found:ition  title  was  the 
"Towne  Evidence,"  which  gave  no  ownership  at  Paw- 
tuxet  River  or  south  of  Mashapaug,  unless  the  pJirasc 
{called  a  forgery)  hi  siicJi  deed  was  there  at  its  inception  ? 

The  date  of  the  "Towne  Evidence  "  is  presumed  to 
be  Octobers,  1638.  The  date  of  the  deed  from  Thomas 
James  to  William  Field  is  March  20,  1639.  Did  Roger 
Williams,  who  drew  this  deed,  understand  at  that  time 
that  the  Sachems  had  given  him  their  land  "  reaching 
to  the  Pawtuxet  River,"  or  was  he  joining  in  a  fraud 
upon  the  Indians?  He  must  have  then  so  undei stood 
it,  but  such  an  understanding  is  not  in  accord  with  his 
written  testimony,  given  nearly  forty  years  later,* 
when  his  feelings  were  strongly  tcmiXTcd  by  prejudice. 

Experience  in  reading  the  letters  and  writings  of 
Roger  Williams  does  not  convince  one  of  his  accuracy 
of  statement.  One  certainly  questions  his  expressed 
self-esteem  that  his  testimony  was  valued  as  "  much  as 

*See  Narr.  Club  Pub.,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  3S7  et  seq. 
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twenty  witnesses."!  Are  we  not  too  much  accustomed 
to  take  Roger  Williams  upon  his  own  valuation  and  on 
his  own  testimony  about  himself?  Other  contempo- 
rary opinions  of  him  rarely  accord  with  those  exj^ressed 
by  him  about  himself. 

tNarr.  Club.  Pub.,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  3SS. 
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THE  ARNOLD  TREACHERY. 

William  Arnold,  Robert  Cole  and  William  Carpen- 
ter were  three  of  the  original  j^roprietors  of  Pi-ovidence 
and  of  Pawtuxet.  William  Arnold,  born  in  England  in 
1587,  was  probably  the  oldest  of  the  thirteen  puixdiasers, 
and  has  been  reputed  to  have  been  the  wealthiest  of 
them.  His  eldest  daughter,  Elizabeth,  married  William 
Carpenter;  and  his  youngest,  Joanna,  married  Zachary 
Rhoadcs.  He  had  two  sons,  Ik-nedict  and  Stephen. 
These  sons  and  sons-in-law  formed  a  family  circle  for 
offensive  and  defensive  operations,  and  what  was  done 
by  one  was  generally  followed  by  all  or  joined  in  by  all. 
William  Carpenter,  when  he  died,  in  1685,  had  outlived 
all  his  companions  of  1636  at  I'rovidence.  Robert  Cole 
died  in  1655.  He  sold  to  Zachary  Rhoades,  in  1653, 
his  holdings  at  Pawtuxet,  and  all  his  other  lands,  except 
his  meadow  at  Mashapaug. 

June  22,  1643,  Pumham  and  Socananoco,  two  promi- 
nent Sachems,  voluntarily  submitted  themsehes  and 
their  followers  to  the  jurisdiction  of  Massachusetts 
Colony.  Benedict  Arnold  was  the  interpreter.  This 
is  significant. 
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Judge  Staples*  says  "William  Arnold  had  a  deep 
interest  in  establishing  the  independency  of  Pumham 
and  Saccononoco,"  by  endeavoring  to  prove  that  they 
were  not  subjects  of,  or  tributary  to,  other  Sachems. 
By  Indian  custom,  the  chief  Sachem  held  the  title  to 
all  lands  and  the  occupation  of  land  by  mferior  Sa- 
chems was  by  his  consent.  If  it  could  be  proved  that 
Pumham  and  Socananoco  were  not  tributary  to  Mian- 
tonomi  or  Canonicus,  deeds  from  them,  of  lands  occu- 
pied by  them,  might  convey  lands  which  had  previously 
been  sold  by  Miantonomi  to  Williams. 

So  in  April  preceding  their  submission,  William  Ar- 
nold and  Jiis  partners  purchased  of  Socananoco  tracts 
of  land  near  Pawtuxet,  as  appears  from  deeds  recorded 
at  Boston  in  Suffolk  County  Records,  Liber  I.,  p.  63. 

One  bears  date  January  30,  164 1,  and  conveys  to 
William  Arnold,  Robert  Cole,  and  William  Carpenter 
"all  the  lands  Marshes  medowes,  Islands  Rivers  ponds 
lyeing  betweene  the  great  fresh  or  salt  River  called 
Patuxset  River,  both  above  and  below  the  falls,  the 
River  called  Pachasett  and  the  River  called  Wanasqua- 
tuckett  &  the  great  salt  River  that  is  betweene  Provi- 
dence and  Patuxit."     This  land  was  clearly  the  land 

*Reprint  of  "Gorton's  Simplicities  Defence  against  Seven 
Headed  Policy,"  p.  95,  Note. 
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that  was  conveyed  by  Canonicus  and  Miantonomi  to 
Roger  Williams  by  the  disputed  clause  of  the  "deed." 
The  other  deed  was  also  recorded  in  Providence,  but 
no  date  given,  probably  about  1705.*  It  is  dated  Feb- 
ruary 15,  1644,  and  conveys  to  Benedict  Arnold  "a 
certaine  parcell  of  land  on  the  south  side  of  the  great 
fresh  water  River,  River  being  in  bredh  from  the  higher 
top  of  the  banks  southwards  three  hundred  and  twen- 
tie  polls  &  the  length  from  Robert  Coles  on  the  East 
unto  the  furdest  shallow  that  is  in  the  River  &  is  neerest 
the  fardest  Indian  held  westward  at  Tueskeunckinck. 
As  also  all  my  pper  right  of  feeding  cattle  in  all  the 

*See  Early  Records,  Vol.  IV.,  p.  160.  Not  much  attention 
was  paid  at  this  period  to  accuracy  in  recording  deeds.  The 
clauses,  as  quoted  above,  are  taken  from  the  Suffolk  Rec- 
ords. The  same  clauses^  as  recorded  at  Providence,  are  as 
follows;  /.  e.,  '"his  Right  in  all  that  land,  that  lieth  upon  the 
south  side  of  the  great  fresh  Water  River  called  Pautuxet 
River,  being  in  breadth  from  the  higher  top  of  the  bankes 
southwards  three  hundred  and  twentie  poles.  And  the  length 
of  it  is  from  the  land  that  I  sold  unto  Robert  Coles,  on  the 
East  End  of  it  Reaching  from  thence  unto  the  farthest  shal- 
low that  is  in  the  River  &  is  Neerest  the  farthest  Indian  field 
Westward  at  Toskeuncknick.  As  also  all  my  Proper  Right  of 
feeding  of  cattle  in  all  the  lands  that  doe  belong  unto  him  on 
the  south  side  of  the  river."  The  record  at  Providence  is  about 
sixty  years  later  than  the  one  at  Boston,  and  the  additional 
words  may  not  have  been  on  the  deed  when  originally  recorded. 
It  is  not  known  where  the  original  deed  is,  or  if  it  is  in  existence. 
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lands  that  belong  to  him  on  the  south  side  of  the 
River,"  etc.  Both  of  these  deeds  were  acknowledged 
before  Increase  Nowell  on  October  8,  1645. 

In  "Providence  Town  Papers,"  under  No.  099,  is  a 
copy  of  a  deed  that  does  not  seem  to  have  been  recorded 
either  at  Providence  or  Boston.  It  is  dated  "  27  day  of 
August,  1645,"  and  is  from  Osemequin,  the  "chief 
Sachem  of  Pokanotuk,"  for  18  shillings  (paid  in  "Red 
Cloath"),  conveying  to  William  Arnold  of  Pawtuxet,  "all 
my  proper  Right  title  or  interest  that  did  belong  or  any 
wise  appertaine  unto  me  in  all  that  land  which  lieth  on 
the  West  side  of  the  Great  Salt  River  which  floweth 
up  to  providence,  between  the  bounds  of  the  Land 
that  was  once  in  the  tenure  use  or  occupation  of  Soca- 
nanoco  on  the  South  side  of  the  Same,  and  the  Salt 
River  on  the  East  part,  and  the  north  side  of  the  great 
Coave  which  cometh  on  the  north  Side  of  that  necke 
of  Land  called  Saxefraxe  and  from  thence  unto  the 
north  Side  of  the  pond  called  Massapague,  and  so 
within  the  sd  bounds  westward  all  and  Generall." 
Thomas  Olney,  Jr.,  Town  Clerk  of  Providence,  certi- 
fies, in  1663,  to  the  correctness  of  the  copy.  There 
appears  to  be  no  record  of  the  deed  from  Pumham  as 
mentioned  by  Judge  Staples. 

Thus  William  Arnold,  Robert  Cole,  William  Carpen- 
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ter  and  Benedict  Arnold  have  the  appearance  of  trying 
to  undermine  the  title  derived  from  Roger  Williams, 
and  to  wrest  from  William  Harris  and  his  associates 
the  lands  they  had  obtained  from  Miantonomi  and 
Canonicus.  If  Arnold  succeeded,  his  title  to  Pawtuxet 
would  have  been  thirteen-thirteenths  rather  than  one- 
thirteenth.  It  will  be  seen  later  that  the  strong  power 
of  Massachusetts  was  joined  to  aid  Arnold  and  his 
partners  in  this  direction. 

In  1642,  these  four  persons,  the  two  Arnolds,  Cole, 
and  Carpenter,  on  their  own  petition,  were  taken  under 
protection  of  Massachusetts.*  William  Arnold  and  the 
other  three  men,  were  to  see  to  keep  the  peace  in  their 
land. 

John  Winthrop  records  under  date  of  June  23,  1644, 
that  the  .Massachusetts  Court  ordered  ten  men  to  be 
sent  to  Pumham  to  help  build  palisadoes.  Septem- 
ber 15,  1643,  Randall  Holden,  t  in  writing  of  these 
Indians,  says:  "  Pomham  is  an  aspiring  person  as  be- 
comes a  prince  of  his  profession;  for  having  crept  into 
one  of  our  neighbor's  houses,  in  the  absence  of  the 
people  and  feloniously  rifled  the  same,  he  was  taken 
coming  out  againe  at  the  chimney  top.     Socananoco 

*Mass.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  II.,  p.  26. 
tStaples'  Simplicities  Defence,  p.  267. 
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also  hath  entered  in  like  manner  into  one  of  our 
houses,"  etc.  He  then  relates  the  troublesoine  and 
domineering  actions  of  the  Indians,  and  continues  thus  : 
"and  if  we  speak  to  them  to  amend  their  manners  they 
can  presently  vaunt  it  out  that  the  ^Massachusetts  is  all 
one  with  them  let  the  villany  they  do  be  what  it  will ; 
they  think  themselves  secure,"  etc. 

On  INIarch  17,  1644,  Roger  Williams,  then  in  Eng- 
land, obtained  a  charter  of  civil  incorporation,  and  the 
towns  of  Providence,  Portsmouth  and  Newport  were 
united  in  the  charter  as  a  body  corporate  under  the 
name  of  "  The  Incorporation  of  Providence  Plantations 
in  the  Narragansett  Ba)'."  These  towns  were  not 
formally  united  until  1647,  and  had  no  court  to  try  and 
decide  titles  to  land  or  other  important  issues.  Such 
differences  were  generally  settled  by  arbitration. 

The  Colony  of  Massachusettts  Bay  sent,  August  6, 
1645,  a  letter  to  ]\Ir.  Williams  of  Providence*  informing 
him  that  that  colony  had  received  a  charter,  dated  De- 
cember 10,  1643,  giving  Massachusetts  authority  over 
Narragansett  Bay,  Providence  Colony  and  the  Island 
of  Ouidy  (Aquidneck),  and  claiming  jurisdiction,  as 
their  charter  antedated  the  one  brought  from  England 
by  Roger  Williams.    Unsuccessful  endeavors  were  then 

*R.  I.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  I.,  p.  133. 
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made  to  get  the  Indians  to  acknowledge  their  allegi- 
ance to  the  Bay  Colony.  On  April  19,  1644,  Persicus, 
Canonicus,  and  the  "other  chief  Sachems,  Princes  or 
Governors  of  the  Nanhiganscts"  made  voluntary  sub- 
mission to  King  Charles,  saying  they  could  not  "yeild 
ourselves  unto  any  that  are  subjects  themselves,"  and 
nominating  as  their  attorneys  four  men  of  the  then  new 
town  of  Warwick.  In  May,  1644,  these  same  Sachems 
declined  to  accept  the  protection  of  Massachusetts, 
and  notified  that  colony  that  they  were  subjects  of  his 
Majesty  in  England. 

In  Massachusetts  Colonial  Records,  Vol.  III.,  p.  196, 
under  date  of  May  23,  1650,  is  a  copy  of  a  notice  to 
be  given  to  "such  of  Road  Hand,  Warwicke,  Shawamett, 
Pautuxit  and  Providence  as  it  may  concerne  'toforbeare 
psecHtinge  any  siiitcs  amongst  yorsches'  against  the 
said  William  Arnold,  William  Carpenter,  Pumhom  & 
Socananocho,  or  doeinge  them  any  injury,"  etc.  On  the 
same  day,  commissioners  were  sent  from  Massachusetts 
to  Plymouth  to  agree  with  Plymouth  as  to  the  title  of 
land  at  Shawomet  and  Pawtuxet,  as  to  which  colony 
should  have  jurisdiction. 

The  General  Court  of  Massachusetts,*  under  date  of 
June  19,  1650,  authorized  their  Magistrates  to  treat  with 

♦Mass.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  III.,  p.  202. 
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Mr.  Samuel  Gorton  and  his  company,  and  conclude 
with  them  that  "Shawamett  and  Pautuxit  are  now 
justly  &  undoubtedly  ivitJiin  o^  jurisdiction!' 

On  June  7,  1650,  Plymouth  relinquished  to  Massa- 
chusetts all  claim  it  might  have  to  government  and 
jurisdiction  over  lands  at  "Shawamet  &  Pautuxit  that 
were  the  just  rights  of  Pomhom  and  Socananocho," 
and  to  lands  of  William  Arnold,  Robert  Cole,  and  such 
other  English  as  did  in  like  manner  subject  themselves 
to  the  Massachusetts.*  On  the  same  day,  IMassachu- 
setts  decreed  that  Shawomet  and  Pawtuxet  belonged 
to  Suffolk  County. 

On  October  16,  1650,1  Massachusetts,  at  the  request 
of  "William  Arnold  and  others,"  offered  to  surrender  to 
Plymouth  the  jurisdiction  of  Shawoviet,  provided  that 
colony  would  protect  the  people  there.  Please  notice 
that  Arnold's  possessions  were  in  Pawtuxet,  and  if  this 
could  be  accomplished  he  would  have  the  protection  of 
both  the  strong  colonies,  and  the  two  colonies  then 
would  have  decided  interest  in  maintaining  the  suprem- 
acy of  the  deeds  from  Socananoco  and  Osemequin. 
The  proposition  was  not  accepted  by  Plymouth. 

On  June  2,   1653,  Massachusetts  ordered,  I  ("In  an- 

*Mass.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  III.,  p.  199. 

tMass.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  III.,  p.  216. 

JMass.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  IV.,  p.  149. 
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swer  to  petition  of  William  Arnold  and  other  the  in- 
habitants of  Patuxit  being  within  our  jurisdiction,") 
that  a  letter  or  protest  be  sent  from  this  Court  "to  and 
against  all  such  as  shall  usurpe  uppon  the  inhabitants  of 
Patuxit  either  by  challenging  jurisdiction  over  them  or 
levying  rates,"  etc.  The  inhabitants  of  Pawtuxet  to 
have  authority  to  arrest  parties  and  have  their  cases 
tried  in  the  Courts  of  Massachusetts.  Notice  was  also 
sent  to  "Roger  Williams  and  others"  that  they  would 
be  proceeded  against  if  they  attempted  to  molest  or 
obstruct  any  one  at  Pawtuxet  or  Shawomet. 

Staples  *  recites  the  petition,  dated  "  Boston  26  of 
3  mo.  1658,"  of  William  Arnold  and  William  Carpenter 
for  "a  full  discharge  from  submission"  to  the  Massa- 
chusetts government,  as  "also  all  the  inhabitants  of 
Pawtuxet  with  us  our  lands  and  estates  there."  Note 
that  Benedict  Arnold  had  removed  to  Newport,  and 
having  been  elected  President  of  the  Colony  of  "  Provi- 
dence Plantations,"  on  May  19,  1657,  had  renounced 
his  allegiance  to  Massachusetts.  It  would  not  do  to 
have  a  divided  family,  and  so  the  others  followed  his 
lead.  For  on  June  i,  1658,  is  another  petition  of 
similar  import  sent  to  Massachusetts,  signed  by  William 
Carpenter,  Zachary  Rhodes  and  Stephen  Arnold,  and 

*Simplicities  Defence,  p.  206. 
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"three  others  of  Massachusetts,  who  are  now  beginning 
to  inhabit  at  Pawtuxct." 

On  "23d  8  mo.,  1658,"  the  petitions  were  granted,  and 
thus  ended  the  pretensions  of  Massachusetts  to  juris- 
diction of  land  and  persons  in  Providence  Plantations. 

It  has  been  necessary  to  be  thus  prolix  in  quoting 
the  action  of  Massachusetts  Colony,  in  order  to  show 
the  status  at  Pawtuxet  from  the  first  settlement  to 
1658,  when  the  "forgery"  had  been  committed,  if  such 
was  the  fact.  Had  Massachusetts  been  successful  in 
obtaining  unobstructed  control  over  Pawtuxet  lands, 
William  Arnold  and  his  associates  would  have  relied  on 
the  deeds  from  Socananoco  and  Osemequin  for  their 
title  which  gave  them  the  whole  of  the  land,  and  the 
parties  who  obtained  their  titles  from  the  deed  of 
Canonicus  and  Miantonomi,  and  who  had  settled  south 
of  the  division  line  between  Providence  and  Pawtuxet, 
would  have  been  ousted  from  their  possessions.  One 
of  the  lawsuits  that  William  Harris  had  to  defend  was 
commenced  by  the  Arnold  party  in  the  Massachusetts 
Court,  and  for  the  purpose  of  dispossessing  Harris,  who 
had  settled  on  the  land  and  built  his  house. 

The  deed  from  the  Sachems  to  Roger  Williams,  or 
"Towne  Evidence,"  had  been  in  the  possession  of 
William    Arnold    until    he  appeared   before  the  town 
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court  on  February  12,  165S  (less  than  four  months 
after  Massachusetts  had  rehnquished  her  attempted  con- 
trol of  Pawtuxet  and  Shawomet,  and  probably  as  soon 
as  the  laws  of  "  Providence  Plantations  "  could  operate 
upon  him),  and  testified  that  the  paper  had  been  muti- 
lated by  accident,  and  that  the  ''true  words"  of  the 
"Towne  P:vidence  "  were  such  as  were  then  and  there 
recorded.  If  it  was  an  accident,  and  the  details  of  the 
accident  were  such  as  are  on  record  in  the  handwriting 
of  Howlong  Fenner,  as  heretofore  referred  to,  the 
testimony  of  William  Arnold  must  stand  unquestioned, 
and  the  "true  words"  of  the  writing  or  "Towne  Evi- 
dence," as  testified  toby  him,  must  be  accepted.  These 
"true  words"  included  the  clauses  under  debate. 

The  circumstances  showing  his  actions  while  in  pos- 
session of  the  paper,  strongly  point  to  cupidity  for 
himself  or  for  his  family,  and  to  the  possibility  that  if 
all  mention  of  the  conveyance  of  land  south  of  the  town 
of  Mashapauge  should  be  torn  out  or  ''erased''  from 
the  "7^owne  Evidence,"  that  then  his  and  his  partners' 
deeds  from  Socananoco  and  Osemequin  would  give 
them  unquestioned  title  to  all  the  lands  of  Pawtuxet. 
This  gives  a  possible,  if  not  the  probable,  motive  for  the 
erasure  or  mutilation.  Nothing  has  yet  been  discov- 
ered from  the  record,  as  exhibited  above,  that  furnishes 
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any  motive  for  the  Arnold  family  or  for  William  Harris 
to  cause  the  interpolation  or  "  forgery  "  of  this  clause 
in  the  "  Towne  Evidence,"  up  to  this  period;  and  if 
this  clause  is  an  interpolation  or  a  forgery  it  must  have 
been  previously  committed  or  committed  at  this  time 
if  at  all,  and  we  are  not  interested  in  later  dates  as  to 
the  question  of  forgeries. 

In  this  connection,  and  particularly  at  this  point,  it  is 
interesting  to  know  that  while  a  number  of.  conveyances 
of  land  in  Providence  and  Pawtuxet  are  extant  that 
bear  date  earlier  than  February  12,  165S-9,  when  the 
"Towne  Evidence"  was  enrolled,  yet  this  is,  in  fact, 
the  first  record  of  any  enrollment  in  Providence  Land 
Records.  It  was  the  custom  for  the  surveyor  of  the 
town  to  set  off  the  lots  of  land  to  the  different  pur- 
chasers and  then  to  have  the  consent  of  the  town  ob- 
tained and  recorded  at'  the  next  town  meeting,  and 
when  conveyances  had  passed  between  private  owners, 
notice  of  same  was  given  at  town  meeting  and  consent 
given  thereto  by  vote  of  the  freemen. 

Of  the  transfers  recorded  in  the  Town  of  Provi- 
dence, as  shown  in  the  ten  volumes  of  the  "  Early 
Records,"  now  printed,  twenty-seven  bear  date  earlier 
than  P'ebruary  12,  165S-9,  a  little  more  than  one  each 
year  ;  but  none  of  them  were  recorded  until  later.  The 
"  Towne  Evidence "  is  the  underlying  title,  and  it 
stands  as  first  on  the  records. 
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THE  DOINGS  AT  PROVIDENCK  PLAN- 
TATIONS. 

On  May  22,  1649,  the  General  Court,  held  at  War- 
wick, ordered  that  a  messenger  be  sent  to  Pumham 
and  the  other  sacheni,  "to  require  them  to  come  to 
this  court,"  and  that  letters  be  sent  to  Benedict  Ar- 
nold and  his  father  and  the  rest  of  Pawtuxet  "about 
their  subjecting  to  this  Colony."  It  will  be  remem- 
bered that  the  sachems  and  the  Arnold  party  had  given 
allegiance  to  Massachusetts,  in  1643.  ^^o  attention 
seems  to  have  been  paid  to  this  action  by  either  the 
two  Arnolds  or  the  Indians.  Massachusetts  claimed 
jurisdiction  but  did  not  enforce  the  orders  of  its 
judges,  and  Providence  Plantations  was  too  much  in- 
timidated from  fear  of  war  with  the  Plymouth  and 
Bay  Colonies  to  take  a  firm  stand  and  sustain  tJieir 
courts.  Parties  to  actions  before  the  courts  accepted 
the  verdicts  if  it  met  with  their  pleasure,  or  defied 
the  officer  if  they  preferred  that  course. 

In  July,  1648,  William  Arnold,  with  three  more,  in- 
terfered with  William  P"ield  and  his  servants  who  were 
working  on  P'ield's  land.     Field  brought  action  against 
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Arnold  laying  his  damages  at  ^5.*  Hugh  Bewett  was 
attorney  for  Arnold,  and  in  his  "  Answer,"  to  above 
suit,  under  date  of  "4th  of  3  mo.  1650,!  he  states  as 
follows:  "About  the  Towne  Evidence,  the  said  plain- 
tive (Field)  in  commencing  the  sute  in  his  owne  partic- 
ular name  sheweth  himself  to  me  more  willfully  faltie 
than  he  can  prove  the  defendant  to  be  in  the  accident 
or  tJie  viiscareing  of  tJic  writing  wJiicJi  he  himself  calls 
the  Towne  Evide7ice!'  This,  it  is  now  presumed,  makes 
it  a  ^^ fixed  facf  that  some  accident  had  previously 
happened  to  the  "Towne  Evidence,"  and  prepares  the 
way  for  Mr.  Arnold's  testimony  eight  years  later. 

Mr.  Bewett,  further  on,  in  his  "Answer,"  states  that 
Arnold  may  be  held  in  damages  by  the  Town  of  Provi- 
dence on  account  of  this  accident.  "And  further  the 
defendant  is  informed  that  the  Towne  or  some  neigh- 
bours of  the  Towne  have  several  copies  of  the  Towne 
Evidence  compleate  and  the  defendant  William  Arnold 
his  owne  hand,  which  will  not  be  denied  by  the  De- 
fendant nor  any  one  his  behalf,  when  they  bee  legally 
or  fairly  shewn  to  him  or  otherwise  orderly  presented 
to  publick  view."  This  was  in  1650,  and  shows  that  at 
this  early  date  William  Arnold  was  under  criticism  for 

♦Providence  Town  Papers,  No.  022. 
fProvidence  Town  Papers,  No.  035. 
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the  accident.     Could  Mr.  Field's  declaration  be  found, 
it  might  reveal  some  facts  now  hidden. 

William  Harris,  after  relating  *  the  fact  of  the  acci- 
dent to  the  "l^owne  Evidence,"  and  the  fact  that  no 
mention  of  Pawtuxet  river  or  lands  was  in  the  mutilated 
paper,  pleads  as  follows:  "After  which  some  of  Paw- 
tuxet pretended  we  had  nothing  for  pawtuxet,  then 
they  that  said  we  had  nothing  to  shew  pretended  that 
the  Narragansett  Sachems  were  tyrants  &  sold  their 
mens  Lands  —  And  then  got  one  Sorononoco  to  submit 
himself  &  Land  to  the  English  &  then  made  a  pre- 
tended purchase  of  Sorononoco  of  that  Land  which  they 
with  us  had  paid  for  divided  &  held  by  the  Narragan- 
sett Sachems  &  summoned  me  to  appear  at  Boston  to 
answer  their  Demand,  where  I  found  of  the  most  very 
good  Justice,  but  most , especially  of  Mr.  Dudley  then 
Governor  whose  ears  could  so  try  words  (inspiritively) 
that  he  without  any  witness  told  my  adversary  he 
doubted  his  Cause  was  nought,  which  my  adversary 
Confessed." 

Does  this  look  as  if  "William  Harris  and  his  part- 
ners" were  attempting  to  forge  or  interpolate  a  clause 
into  the  "Town  Evidence"  on  which  to  found  a  land 
scheme  ?     Does  it  connect  William  Harris  in  any  con- 

*R.  I.  Historical  Society  Proceedings,  Vol.  1893,  p.  203. 
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spiracy  with  the  Arnolds  to  defraud  the  Providence 
men  from  their  just  rights?  Does  it  not  rather  make 
it  a  "fixed  fact"  that  the  clause  was  originally  in  the 
"Towne  Evidence,"  and  had  been  erased,  intentionally 
or  by  accident,  at  the  time  of  that  trial?*  This  trial 
must  have  been  in  the  year  1645  or  else  in  1650. 

The  point  is  now  reached,  February  7,  1658-9,  when 
the  "Towne  Evidence"  is  first  placed  on  record.  A 
motive  has  been  shown  for  the  erasure  by  William  Ar- 
nold, or  some  one  for  him,  of  the  clause  in  the  "Towne 
Evidence"  now  claimed  to  have  been  interpolated  in 
forgery  —  if  it  was  not  an  accident,  as  stated  by  him. 
If  it  had  not  been  originally  in  the  "Towne  Evidence," 
many  of  the  land  transactions  of  the  settlers  would 
have  been  unexplained  at  this  day. 

But  after  the  "Towne  Evidence"  had  been  recorded 
in  1658,  the  inhabitants  apparently  felt  an  insecurity  of 
title,  and  that  the  "true  words"  were  dependent  on  the 
testimony  of  a  man  who  had  been  endeavoring  to 
undermine  them.  A  committee  was  appointed  at 
Town  Meeting  to  obtain  confirmatory  deeds  from  those 
Indians  who  could  be  possible  claimants  of  the  land, 
and  who  knew  of  the  transactions  of  more  than  twenty 

♦Thomas  Dudley  was  Governor  of  Massachusetts  Colony  in 
1634,  1640,  1645,  '^nd  again  in  1650. 
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years  previous.  This  committee  consisted  of  John 
Brown,  Thomas  Ohiey,  Valentine  Whitman  and  Roger 
Williams. 

These  "Confirmation  Titles"  were  obtained  during 
1659  and  1661,  and  can  be  found  in  Volume  V.  of  the 
Early  Records  of  the  Town  of  Providence.  In  the 
tract  now  under  criticism,  it  is  stated  (p.  72)  "Mr.  Har- 
ris and  his  fellow  conspirators  claimed  that  I\Ir.  Williams 
did  not  himself  know  the  scope  of  his  first  purchase," 
and  "in  proof  of  the  fact  and  that  their  construction  of 
the  meaning  of  the  phrase  was  the  correct  interpreta- 
tion, three  new  deeds  were  produced  given  by  the  In- 
dian sachems  then  living."  "They  were  held  by  Harris 
in  his  own  possession  and  not  recorded  until  1662,  a 
period  of  more  than  three  years,  notwithstanding  the 
town  was  the  owner."  Is  there  any  evidence  extant 
that  Harris  held  them  as  against  the  town,  or  sup- 
pressed them  for  more  than  three  years .-'  Or  that  Wil- 
liam Harris  had  any  "fellow  conspirators"  at  this  time, 
or  at  any  other  time.?  If  he  was  joined  with  other  par- 
ties in  a  legal  defence  of  his  and  his  associates'  land 
titles,  that  does  not  make  him  a  conspirator.  And  why 
are  only  three  of  these  Confirmation  Deeds  produced 
out  of  seven  recorded.?  Why  was  the  mutilated 
"Towne  Evidence"    and  three  of  these  Confirmation 
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Deeds  all  recorded  on  April  4,  1662?  Is  there  any 
significance  in  the  fact  that  Roger  Williams  gives  his 
testimony,  dated  December  20,  1661,  h\  relation  to  the 
purchase,  and  that  that  testimony  was  recorded  April 
4,  1662,  the  same  day  as  the  three  Confirmation  Deeds? 
The  reniaining  four  Confirmation  Deeds  were  obtained 
in  the  years  1661  and  1662,  but  were  all  enrolled  Janu- 
ary 22  and  24,  1667.  They  also  belonged  to  the  town. 
What  conspirator  or  conspirators  retained  ^/u-se  for 
their  own  wrong  purposes  for  five  and  six  years? 

This  withholding  by  William  Harris  of  these  Con- 
firmation Deeds  is  all  fiction.  The  "fi.xed  facts"  are 
these:  The  "deed"  from  Caujaniquanet  is  dated  May, 
1659;  that  from  Caussuckquansh  and  Nenekelah,  Au- 
gust, 1659;  and  that  from  Scattape  and  Quequaqun- 
nuctte,  is  dated  December  i,  1659.  The  date  of  the 
Town  Meeting  at  which  the  following  vote  was  passed 
is  March  26,  1660,  less  than  four  months  from  tlie 
date  of  the  last  "deed"  as  above  —  not  three  years  as 
stated. 

The  record  *  is  "  Upon  A.  Bill  that  William  Harris 
put  in  whether  the  Towne  would  owne  the  line  be- 
tweene  providence  and  pautuxett  to  run  betweene  the 
Two    Rivers   Wanasquatuckett   and   pawtuxett  of  an 

♦Early  Records,  Vol.  II.,  p.  125. 
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equall  distance  Twentey  miles  according  to  Caujana- 
quancttes  grant  or  as  farr  as  the  men  of  providence, 
and  the  men  of  pautuxett  see  fitt  according  to  the  Rest 
of  the  other  Sachims;  the  Voate  carried  itt  that  they 
would  so  owne  itt  Twenty  I\Iiles :" 

At  the  next  Quarter  Court,  April  27,  1G60,  *  it  was 
"ordred  that  this  Towne  Shall  give  unto  Caujanaquants 
son  Yaauaquaomitt  30  Sliillinges  in  peauge,  provided 
he  Sett  his  hand  unto  the  deede  which  his  father  Sub- 
scribed, in  owneing  his  fathers  act."  (See  fac-simile  of 
the  "deed.") 

"Ordered  that  John  Sayles  and  William  Harris  shall 
state  the  matter  concerneing  the  payment  of  the  money 
Lately  disburstcd  for  the  confirmation  of  o^  purchase, 
and  these  aforesaid  Two  men  shall  Levey  what  Every 
man  shall  pay  for  his  share,  both  purchasers  and  five 
and  Twenty  acor  men." 

It  is  unfortunate  that  assertions  that  are  so  directly 
contrary  to  the  facts  should  be  so  strongly  pressed  as 
"undebatable,"  and  that  a  brilliant  mind  well  stored 
with  historical  information  should  be  employed  in  per- 
verting history  to  support  a  mistaken  theory. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  quote  from  these   "deeds," 
but  as  little  will   be  taken  as  is  possible,   simply  to 
♦Early  Records,  Vol.  II.,  p.  126. 
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identify  the  grantors  and  the  description  of  the  lands 
which  they  conveyed,  and  their  certification  of  what 
had  been  conveyed  to  Roger  Williams  from  Canonicus 
and  INIiantonomi,  which  was  their  object.  The  extracts 
are  from  Vol.  V.,  Early  Records  of  Town  of  Providence. 

Page  297,  date,  "3  month  (May)  29  day,  1659:"  "I, 
Caujaniquanet  Sachim  of  the  Nanhiggansick ;  Rateiie 
and  confirme  to  the  Men  of  providence  and  the  men  of 
paiituxett  theire  landes  and  deede  that  My  Brother 
Meantenomeah,  Made  over  and  Signed ;  Namely  all 
the  landes  betweene  pautuckett  River  and  pautuxett 
River  up  the  Streames  W^ithout  limittes  for  theire  use 
of  Cattle,  as  I  also  doe  for  Sumcr  and  Winter  feeding 
of  theire  Cattle;  and  plowing  and  all  Nessesarey  Im- 
provement, as  for  farmes  and  all  Manner  of  plantation 
whatso  pA'er ;  This  Land  I  say  abovesaid  I  confirme  to 
the  aforesaid  Men  at  this  presant,  Twenty  full  Miles, 
beginning  to  Measure  from  a  hill  Called  foxes  hill,  upon 
A  Straight  line  running  up  into  the  Contrey  betweene 
pautuckett  and  pautuxett  River."  (See  fac-simile  of 
"deed"  in  this  tract.) 

On  April  28,  1660,  Aiaquaomitt,  son  of  the  above 
Sachem,  assented  to  the  above  writing.  This  "deed"  was 
enrolled  April  4,  1662.  It  was  apparently  obtained  by 
John  Sailes  and  Valentine  Whitman  (one  of  the  Com- 
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mittee),  as  they  testify  that  they  saw  the  paper  read  and 
explained  to  Ouojaniquond  before  signing.  (See  fac- 
simile of  "deed.") 

Page  300,  date,  "y^  6  m"'  y^  15  day  1659."  "Caus- 
suckquansh  and  Nenekelah  chiefe  sachims  over  the  In- 
deans  in  these  partes  of  the  Countrey  Rattefie  and  con- 
firme"  according  to  agreement  made  with  Miantonomi, 
"That  is  all  the  landes  betweene  pautuckett  and  pau- 
tuxett  betweene  the  streames  of  these  Rivers,  and  up 
the  streames  without  limittes,  or  as  far  as  they  shall 
think  fitt."     Enrolled  April  4,  1662. 

This  "deed  "  was  "delivered  to  William  Marris  for  the 
2fse  of  the  men  of  providence  and  the  men  of  pantuxett,'^ 
as  was  testified  to  by  Richard  Smith,  one  of  the 
witnesses  to  the  "deed."  William  Harris  was  still  con- 
sidered a  responsible  man,  notwithstanding  he  was 
under  indictment  in  1657,  by  Roger  Williams,  then 
President  of  the  Colony,  for  high  treason. 

Page  303,  date,  TJecember  i,  1659.  "Scattappe  and 
Quequaqunnuette  sons  to  Meakcaw,  son  to  Ounnaune 
called  by  y^  English  Ounnoumcusse  Unkle  to  meante- 
nome."  "This  our  Grandfather  and  Cousin  chiefe  Sa- 
chims granted  to  Roger  Williams,  agent  for  the  men 
of  providence  &  y*^  men  of  pautuxett  a  tract  of  land 
reaching  from  pautuckett  River  to  pautuxett  River,  all 
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y'  land  betweene  the  Streames  of  those  Rivers  and  up 
those  Streames  without  limittcs,"  etc.  Enrolled  April 
4,  1662. 

The  same  Richard  Smith  was  witness  to  this  "deed," 
and  testifies  that  it  was  "delivered  to  William  Plarris 
for  the  use  of  y^  men  of  providence  and  y*^  men  of 
pautuxett." 

Page  284,  date,  "24.  4  mon.  (June)  1662  (so  calld)." 
"I  wesauomog  Sachim  &  Imhabitant  of:  mishoaskit  doe 
by  these  presants  for  good  consideration  in  hand" — 
"in  &  for  the  use  of  y^  men  of  providence,"  etc., 
"doe  promise  to  keepe  a  leage  of  friendship  and  love 
with  them  &  to  Endeauer  y'  all  the  Natives  of  Mash- 
ovsakit  Shall  so  doe  &  y'  the  English  may  freely  cutt 
the  meadowes  build  houses  feed  Cattell  &  plant  y<= 
ground  in  peace  &  safetie  the  bounds  of  this  land  he 
saith  is  southward  from  the  pond  of  mishovsakit  about 
thre  miles  to  a  pond  Cald  Nanipsick  Northward  joyn- 
ing  to  wayunckege:  Eastward  neere  Sakesakit  &  west- 
ward about  Seven  miles."  This  "deed"  bears  the  charac- 
teristics of  Roger  Williams,  and  both  he  and  another 
member  of  the  committee,  /.  c,  John  Brown,  subscribe 
to  the  following,  which  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  "deed." 
"Memorandum  y'  pepewashim  y=  Son  of  Askwhut 
Deceased  did  before  us    Consent  and    Subscribe  wil- 
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lingly  unto  the  Contents  made  by  wesauamog  on  y= 
other  Side."  This  and  the  -'deed"  were  enrolled  January 
22,  1667. 

Page  285,  dated  "  10.  3.  1661  (so  Calld.)"  "Wuttia- 
shant  sachim  formerly  living  at  wachimoqut  now  at 
kaukauchuwadshad  doe  give  up  &  Resigne"  "my  In- 
terest &  Claime  to  a  Certaine  Tract  or  Lordship  of  land 
lying  west  northwest  or  theare  about  from  providence 
Called  wayunkeke  y"  bounds  of  y*=  sayd  land  from  y= 
Indian  field  of  wayunckeke  ar  Eastward  to  a  ridge  of 
hills  Called  pamechipsk  westward  to  a  River  called 
Toyaskqut  w"^  runs  downe  to  pautuckqut  southward  to 
a  way  in  the  midst  of  a  plaine  ground  betweene  wayan- 
keke  &  mishovosakit  pond  Northward  to  a  place  Called 
Quttonckanitnuing,"  etc.  This,  also,  was  probably  the 
work  of  Roger  Williams,  and  was  enrolled  January  24, 
1667. 

Page  285,  date,  "27.  10.  61  (So  Calld.)"  "I  Maugin 
Cald  Tom  of  wauchimoqut  Doe  freely  Give  up  all  my 
Claime  of  Right  to  any  Lands  about  Notacunckanet  & 
so  forward  to  Sakesakit  &  Paugatchat.  and  so  from 
thence  forward  Mihosakit  unto  the  Towne  of  provi- 
dence &  promise  to  helpe  the  men  of  providence  to 
Clcare  the  Indians  from  their  fields  at  y^  places  afore- 
said."    Roger  Williams  had  his  hand  in  this.     It  was 

SO 


witnessed  by  his  son  Daniel,  and  it  was  enrolled  Janu- 
ary 24,  1667. 

Pages  306-309,  date,  December  20,  1661.  A  Confir- 
mation Deed  from  Roger  Williams,  enrolled  on  April 
4,  1662,  the  same  day  as  the  iirst  three  deeds  above 
mentioned.  He  describes  how  he  purchased  the  land 
in  1634  and  1635,  and  the  two  sachems  "haveing  by  A 
Deede  under  theire  handes,  two  yeares  after  y^  Sale 
thereof  Established  &  confirmed  the  boundes  of  those 
landes."  "And  whereas  as  in  the  yeare  one  thousand 
six  hundred  thirty  seven  (so  called)  I  delivered  the 
deedes"  "unto  y-'  whole  Number  of  y«  purchassers," 
etc.,  and  "confirme  my  former  resignation  of  y'  deede  of 
ye  landes  aforesaid."  Previously,  in  a  letter  of  August, 
1654,  *  to  the  Town  of  Providence,  Roger  Williams 
had  written :  "  I  have  been  blamed  for  parting  with 
Moshassuck,  and  afterward  Pautuxet,  (which  were  mine 
own  as  truly  as  any  mans  coat  upon  his  back.)" 

These  Confirmation  Deeds,  or  quittances,  cannot 
be  passed  over  as  of  slight  value.  They  were  recorded 
on  the  Town  Records  as  being  important,  and  having 
stood  the  "wear  and  tear"  of  nearly  two  and  a  half 
centuries,  should  not  now  be  considered  as  the  work  of 
men  who  needed  them  to  confirm  a  forged  title — nor 

*Narr.  Club.  Pub.,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  263. 
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the  statement  be  accepted  as  historically  true,  that 
"William  Harris  and  his  partners"  obtained  these 
Confirmation  Deeds  in  furtherance  of  their  land  scheme, 
which  had  been  "in  incubation  prior  to  1660."  There 
is  no  truth  in  it. 
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THE  OTHER  FORGERIES. 

Importance  seems  to  be  placed  on  the  fact  that  the 
paper  is  not  in  the  handwriting  of  Miantonomi,  and  that 
consequently  he  was  not  legally  bound  by  it.  Pre- 
sumably, reference  is  thus  made  to  the  clause  "3  mo. 
9th  die"  as  no  question  is  raised  as  to  the  signatures 
or  marks  of  the  two  Sachems,  Canonicus  and  -Mianto- 
nomi.  This  last  clause  passed  no  title,  and  is  plainly 
and  simply  descriptive  of  what  had  been  written  above, 
over  the  signatures  of  the  Sachems.  It  did  not  need 
their  signatures,  and  if  they  had  seen  fit  to  deny 
it,  it  would  have  proved  inoperative.  No  claim  is  made 
that  it  is  not  a  part  of  the  "Townc  Evidence"  and  was 
not  on  that  paper  in  1658.  This  is  conceded,  but  it  is 
asserted  in  the  strongest  terms  that  the  signatures  of 
Roger  Williams  and  Benedict  Arnold  are  forgeries.  If 
so,  why  did  not  Mr.  Williams  when  he  was  on  the  com- 
mittee to  obtain  the  Confirmation  Deeds  and  when 
he  wrote  his  own  Confirmation  Deed,  which  was 
recorded  on  the  day  of  record  of  the  mutilated  "  Towne 
Evidence"— why  did  he  not  then  declare  his  name  to 

53 


r{v/ 


have  been  placed  there  by  others  than  he  ?  There  can- 
not, it  would  seem,  be  a  question  but  that  Roger  W'il- 
liams  and  Benedict  Arnold  both  put  their  signatures  to 
the  paper.  Williams,  in  a  letter  of  October  i8,  1677,* 
nearly  forty  years  after  the  transaction,  and  full  of  bit- 
terness against  William  Harris,  denies  the  sentnnent 
or  meaning  of  the  clause,  but  docs  not  deny  his  sig7iature. 
He  says,  "one  amongst  us  (not  I)  recorded  a  testimony  or 
memorandum  of  a  Courtesy"  "requested  and  granted" 
by  the  Sachem,  and  this  is  construed  as  denying  his 
signature.  This  clause,  it  will  be  remembered,  was 
written  by  Thomas  James,  and  the  two  men,  Roger 
Williams  and  Benedict  Arnold,  were  the  interpreters 
usually  employed  in  trading  with  the  Indians.  It  is, 
therefore,  most  probable  that  they  were  witnesses  to 
the  concession  of  the  "courtesy." 

In  other  words,  Roger  Williams  has  not  denied  that 
the  clause  was  agreed  to  by  Miantonomi,  nor  that  he, 
as  interpreter,  confirmed  it  to  be  the  Sachem's  mean- 
ing ;  but  he  does  deny  that  he  (Williams)  conceived  the 
idea,  or  "requested  the  courtesy,"  or  "recorded  the 
testimony."  He  does  not  in  that  letter  deny  his 
signature. 

As  to  the  statement  that  Benedict  Arnold,  in  a  case 

«Narr.  Club  Pub.,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  390. 
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tried  forty  years  after  the  writing  of  the  clause,  denied 
his  signature,  no  quotation  of  the  words  employed  by 
Arnold  is  given,  nor  a  copy  of  the  paper  presented. 
We  ought  not  to  be  thus  asked  to  accept  this  as  a 
forgery  without  some  authority,  and  the  Scotch  verdict 
"not  proven"  should  be  the  judgment  on  this  charge 
of  forgery. 

It  is  stated  that  the  "Towne  Evidence"  was  recorded 
in  1658,  "by  the  Harris  party."  What  evidence  has 
been  presented  that  William  Plarris  had,  in  165S,  any 
party  or  following }  Do  not  the  authorities  here  pre- 
sented prove  that  he  was  not  a  partner  of  the  Arnold 
family } 

It  is  known  that  William  Harris  had  written  a  paper 
in  1657,  which  so  angered  Roger  Williams  that  all 
through  their  after  lives  they  were  positive  enemies. 
This  paper  was  read  before  the  General  Court  of  Com- 
missioners. William  Harris  was  indicted  under  charge 
of  high  treason,  and  all  the  papers  in  the  case  sent  to 
John  Clarke,  the  then  agent  of  the  Colony  in  London,  for 
him  to  do  with  the  case  what  he  should  deem  expedient. 
The  papers  disappeared,  and  with  them,  the  charge.  All 
were  lost  at  sea,  the  vessel  never  being  heard  of  again. 
Yet,  in  1659,  William  Harris  appears  to  be  acting  in 
behalf  of  the  Town  of   Providence,  as  his  request  is 
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granted  by  the  Town,  that  he  may  have  "coppyes  of 
several!  papers  upon  the  Townes  Charge,"  or  at  the 
expense  of  the  Town,  and  on  March  6,  1659,*  he  is  also 
granted  the  privilege  of  taking  the  "Towne  Evidence" 
to  Newport,  "having  ocation  to  use  it  at  the  Court." 
With  the  feeling  that  must  have  then  existed  in  Provi- 
dence, would  these  privileges  have  been  granted  to 
William  Arnold,  William  Carpenter,  or  any  others  who 
had  been  of  the  party  which  so  lately  had  tried  to  destroy 
the  autonomy  of  Providence  Plantations?  And  where 
is  the  grand  land  scheme,  of  which  William  Harris  was 
the  leader  ? 

As  the  date  1639  appears  on  both  the  165S  and  1662 
records  of  the  "l^owne  Evidence,"  and  is  not  to  be 
found  on  the  original  paj^er,  this  is  called  a  forgery,  and 
possibly  may  be  so  considered.  Based  on  this,  and  on 
the  theory  that  the  other  clause  was  interpolated  and 
was  also  a  forgery,  the  tract  has  been  printed,  but  it 
fails  to  give  explanation  for  the  insertion  of  the  date. 
The  supposition  or  guess  work  of  the  tract  is  not  an 
explanation. 

The  date  was  probably  added  by  some  one  who  knew 
the  proper  year  was  1639,  and  it  was  on  the  copies  held 
"by  the  Town  or  by  some    eighbours  of  the  town" 

*Early  Records,  Vol.  II.,  p.  122. 
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and  was  thus  entered  upon  the  records.  No  motive  is 
apparent  for  deception  or  intended  injury  to  any  one 
and  it  would  seem  that  the  "forgery"  was  not  of  much 
moment. 

It  is  perhaps  only  a  coincidence  that  this  date,  "  3d 
Month  9  die.  1639"  on  this  clause  in  the  "Towne  Evi- 
dence "  is  the  same  date  of  a  letter  from  Roger  Wil- 
liams to  Gov.  ^^'inthrop,*  but  it  shows  that  Williams 
was  at  Providence  on  that  day.  He  writes,  "  I  am 
requested  by  Canonicus  and  Miantunnomu  to  present 
you  with  their  love  and  respect."  They  were  probably 
with  him  when  he  wrote  the  letter,  l^he  date  is  un- 
doubtedly the  correct  date. 

It  was  the  wish,  and  the  attempt  was  made,  to  confine 
the  authorities  referred  to  in  this  "Denial"  to  the 
period  prior  to  the  record  in  1658  of  the  "Towne 
Evidence"  with  the  disputed  clause.  It  was  also  in- 
tended to  refrain  from  giving  the  testimony  of  Roger 
Williams  and  William  Harris,  and  to  rely  on  other  au- 
thorities, but  it  was  found  impracticable,  as  these  two 
men  have  left  more  records  of  their  time  than  any  of 
their  Providence  contemporaries. 

A  document  is  extant  which  was  sent  to  the  Col- 
ony of  Connecticut  by  .  .e  authority  of  King  Charles 

*Narr.  Club  Pub.,  \'ol.  VI.,  p.  133. 
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the  Second,  and  it  has  been  printed  by  the  State  of 
Connecticut.*  It  relates  the  story  of  the  Pawtuxet 
controversies  and  is  here  printed  entire. 

CHARLES  R. 

Trusty  and  Well  beloved,  We  greet  you  well.  Whereas  Our 
subject,  William  Harris,  planter,  in  the  Colony  of  Rhode  Island, 
did  by  his  humble  petition  presented  to  us  in  Councill  set  forth, 
that  he  and  twelve  others  his  partners  neare  forty  years 
since  purchased  from  certain  Indians  a  parcell  of  land  called 
Patuxet,  &  peaceably  enjoyed  the  same  for  severall  yeares,  till 
they  were  disturbed  by  some  of  Our  English  subjects  of  the 
towne  of  Providence,  but  that  the  difference  between  them  be- 
ing put  to  an  award,  the  determination  was  giuen  to  the  Pefs, 
and  they  accordingly  remained  in  quiet  possession  and  held  the 
same  for  severall  yeares,  untill  it  hapned  that  three  of  the  said 
partners  having  a  mind  to  breed  disturbance,  and  pretending 
title  to  the  said  land  in  vertue  of  another  purchase  w^h  they 
made  from  Indians  who  had  more  right,  as  they  alleadged,  then 
the  former;  these  men  irnpleaded  the  Pef  in  Our  Colony  of  the 
Massachusets ;  but  upon  a  faire  tryall  by  jury,  he  had  a  verdict 
given  in  his  fauour,  and  did  accordingly  for  some  yeares  after 
remaine  in  quiet  possession :  That  after  this,  the  said  three  per- 
sons, being  restlesse  and  of  unquiet  spirits,  did  bring  on  fresh 
troubles  to  the  Pet^  on  the  same  accompt,  so  that  the  matter 
being  put  to  an  award,  &  arbitrators  being  equally  chosen  out 
of  the  Colony  of  the  Massachusetts  &  yt  of  Rhode  Island,  for 
the  greater  solemnity  of  the  determination,  the  Pef  and  his 
partners  did  againe  receive  a  solemne  award  in  their  favour ;  &; 
they  did  accordingly  remaine  in  quiet  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises for  above  twenty  yeares  after:  but  about  the  yeare  1663, 
one  John  Harrud  &  two  others  who  had  fled  from  the  province 

*Conn.  Col.  Records,  Vol.  II.,  p.  5S6. 
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of  Conecticut,  coming  with  pretence  that  they  had  made  a  pur- 
chase of  the  Petrs  land  from  some  Indians  who  had  right  to 
sell,  they  entred  on  a  great  part  of  the  Petrs  lands  by  force, 
and  the  Petr  impleading  them  at  law,  and  hauing  obtained 
against  them  a  verdict  and  judgm' ,  it  yet  soe  hapned,  by  meanes 
of  seuerall  factions  &  parties  w^h  they  have  made  to  withstand 
justice,  that  they  resisted  the  execution  of  that  judgement;  and 
for  pretence  onely,  alleadged  that  Our  Comrs  being  then  there 
did  promse  them  to  reheare  all  the  matter  in  difference,  when 
they  returned  into  the  said  Colony;  w^h  our  Com^s  never  did. 
The  Pet""  hath  also  further  set  forth,  that  besides  all  the  said 
molestations,  he  had  been  frequently  disquieted,  sometime  by 
the  pretensions  of  the  Towne  of  Warwick,  sometime  by  the 
Towne  of  Providence,  in  the  Colony  of  Rhode  Island;  some- 
times by  two  parties  of  men  belonging  to  the  Colony  of  the 
Massachusetts;  and  lastly,  by  a  party  of  men  belonging  to  the 
Colony  of  New  Plymouth;  all  of  them  in  several  times  pretend- 
ing purchases  made  from  different  Indians  who  had  right  to 
sell ;  Whereas  the  Pet^  sets  forth  that  he  and  his  partners  were 
the  first  purchasers  and  took  care  to  derive  their  title  from  the 
Chief  Indians  who  were  then  in  actuall  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises, soe  he  remained  quiet  in  his  purcliase  for  about  seven 
yeares  after,  till  the  improvements  made  by  him  and  his  part- 
ners on  the  premises,  more  then  any  foundation  of  riglit,  tempted 
others  to  desire  &  invade  their  possessions.  Vpon  all  which 
representation  of  troubles,  the  Pet^  haveing  implored  Our 
Royall  Protection,  and  that  Wee  would  order  the  Governors  of 
each  of  those  Colonies  w^h  are  bounding  w'i>  Rhode  Island  and 
whose  inhabitants  contribute  to  this  disturbance,  to  give  their 
aide  and  assistance  towards  the  quieting  of  this  matter;  and 
that  the  Governors  might  in  pursuance  of  Our  Royall  orders, 
agree  among  themselves  to  depute  some  able,  honest  and  indif- 
ferent persons  to  heare  all  ditferences,  and  to  appoint  a  Jury 
equally  chosen  out  of  the  respective  Colonies,  in  order  to  quiet 
them  in  the  possession  of  their  said  lands  of  Patuxet,  if  in  jus- 
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tice  they  appeare  to  have  right  thereunto.  And  We  hauing 
referred  the  examination  of  this  matter  to  Our  Committee  of 
Trade  and  Plantations ;  and  they,  after  examination  of  the 
matter,  haueing  reported  to  Vs  that  the  Pef  and  his  partners 
are  very  fit  objects  of  Our  Royall  care  and  protection,  We  are 
therefore,  in  compassion  to  their  long  and  many  sufferings, 
graciously  inclined  to  order  them  rcdresse  in  the  most  speedy  & 
effectuall  way  that  can  be  proposed.  And  Our  will  and  pleasure 
is,  and  We  doe  hereby  command  You,  the  Governor  of  Our  Col- 
ony of  Conecticut,  to  appoint  some  able,  honest  and  indifferent 
persons  to  joyne  with  such  others  as  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
other  respective  Governors  of  Our  said  Colonies,  to  whom  We 
shall  also  send  Our  commands  in  this  behalfe ;  and  that  you 
give  them  full  and  sufficient  authority  to  cause  the  differences 
and  troubles  arising  to  the  Pet^  and  his  partners  concerning  the 
lands  of  Patuxet,  to  be  brought  to  a  faire  tryall ;  and  that  by  a 
just,  indifferent  and  upright  jury,  to  be  in  like  manner  ap- 
pointed, all  may  be  finally  determined  according  to  justice,  and 
without  delay  :  And  of  your  proceedings  herein,  to  send  Vs  an 
account,  with  all  convenient  specde.  And  so  We  bid  you 
Farewell. 

Given  at  Our  Court  at  Hampton  Court,  the  4th  day  of  August, 
1675,  in  the  seven  &  twentieth  yeare  of  Our  Reigne. 
By  his  Maj'i^:»  comand, 

J.  Williamson. 
[  Superscj-ibcd,  ] 

To  Our  Trusty  and  Welbeloved  John  Winthrop  Esqr,  Gov- 
ernour  of  Our  Colony  of  Conecticut,  and  to  Our  Governour  or 
Governours  there  for  the  time  being. 
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SETTLEMENT  OF  DIFFERENCES. 

It  would  now  seem  to  have  been  proved  that  "Wil- 
liam Harris  and  his  partners "  were  not  engaged  in 
any  land  steal,  and  had  no  interests  adverse  to  the 
grantees  under  Roger  Williams's  deed  of  the  Paw- 
tuxet  lands.  So,  after  nearly  all  of  the  original  pro- 
prietors of  Providence  and  Pawtuxet  had  died,  a 
settlement  of  the  land  differences  between  "  the  men 
of  Providence"  and  "the  men  of  Pawtuxet"  was 
attempted,  and  the  propositions  then  made,  deny 
emphatically  the  statement  that  certain  men  were 
partners  of  William  liarris,  or  that  he  was  connected 
with  their  proposed  land  steal. 

On  January  i6,  1682-3,*  an  agreement  was  signed 
by  Roger  Williams  and  William  Carpenter  (they 
being  the  only  survivors  of  the  original  thirteen  pro- 
prietors of  Pawtuxet)  and  others,  for  the  settlement 
of  all  difficulties  relating  to  the  Pawtuxet  lands. 
The  Town  of  Providence  had,  on  this  account,  ap- 
pointed trustees,  with  authority  to  act  and  sign  for 

*Early  Records,  Vol.  IV.,  p.  73. 
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the  town.  Roger  Williams,  William  Carpenter,  and 
the  others  (who  were  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  Harris, 
Arnold,  Waterman  and  Rhodes),  represented  the 
Pawtuxet  Land  Purchasers.  This  agreement  finally 
settled  the  bounds  of  the  lands  as  between  Providence 
and  Pawtuxet,  conveyed  nearly  fifty  years  previously. 

Another  agreement,  which  refers  to  this  agree- 
ment, and  is  dated  May  4,  1689,  will  be  found  in  Early 
Records,  Vol.  IV.,  p.  147.  It  states  that  the  division 
had  been  made  and  a  map  drawn,  by  "  Capt.  William 
Hopkins  our  surveior,"  who  "did  it  by  our  Order 
in  16S8."  Roger  Williams  and  William  Carpenter 
had  died  since  the  first  agreement,  and  this  agreement 
was  between  the  then  owners  of  the  Pawtuxet  lands. 
The  Town  of  Providence  was  not  a  party  to  this 
agreement,  as  it  referred  only  to  the  Pawtuxet  land, 
and  in  that  the  town  had  no  interest. 

This  agreement,  though  of  later  date,  was  recorded 
more  than  two  years  prior  to  the  first  agreement. 

In  "  Book  of  Deeds  No.  i  of  the  Land  Records  of 
Providence,  at  pp.  125,  126  &  127,"  is  recorded  the 
final  agreement  relating  to  these  Pawtuxet  lands. 
The  original  will  be  found  in  the  "Town  of  Providence 
papers,"  and  is  numbered  022.  It  is  historically  inter- 
esting, and  so  is  quoted  as  a  whole. 
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Be  it  knowne  unto  all  persons,  That  whereas  there  was  a 
Controvercye  and  difference  between  thirteen  men  concerning^ 
Title  of  Land  lieing  &  situate  betweene  Pautuxet  River  and  ye 
bounds  of  Providence  town,  viz'-  William  Field,  William  Har- 
ris, Roger  Williams,  Thomas  Olney,  Stukely  Westcott,  Ezekiel 
Holliman,  Francis  Weston,  Richard  Waterman,  John  Throck- 
morton &  John  Greene  on  ye  one  party.  And  William  Arnold, 
William  Carpenter  &  Zachery  Rhodes  the  assigne  of  Robert 
Coles  on  ye  other  party  and  thinkeing  to  put  an  end  to  ye  afore- 
sayd  controvercye  some  of  ye  foresayd  persons  or  their  heirs  or 
assignes  became  bound  to  stand  to  ye  determination  of  Arbe- 
trators  viz'-  William  Hathorn,  Eleazer  Lusher,  John  Easton 
and  Joseph  Torrey  in  ye  yeare  1657.  and  now  we  whose  names 
are  underwritten  doe  find  that  y-  determination  of  ye  foresaid 
Arbetrators  is  not  according  to  that  which  was  Comitted  to 
them  ye  which  was  to  arbitrate  Title  of  land,  and  they  did 
deliver  theire  determination  contrarey  to  ye  Bonds  &  made  the 
foresayd  difference  more  darke  &  dubous  then  it  was  before: 
And  also  many  of  ye  persons  that  were  concerned  in  ye  foresayd 
controvercyes  of  lands,  did  not  put  any  thing  to  arbetration  & 
therefore  they  are  not  bound  to  stand  to  no  determination  of 
ye  sayd  Arbetrators:  All  which  acts  do  make  ye  said  Arbetra- 
tion voyd  in  law  &  Reason;  Therefore  all  ye  persons  which 
were  bound  to  ye  foresaid  Arbetration  are  not  oblidged  to  stand 
to  ye  said  Arbetration  nor  to  impossebilitye  in  ye  law  :  There- 
fore in  Consideration  of  all  those  acts  and  actions  wee  whose 
names  are  underwriten  who  are  at  presant  ye  proprietors  Con- 
cerned in  ye  foresayd  tract  of  lands  of  Pautuxett  doe  see  Cause 
to  make  a  loveing  &  mutuall  agreement  to  devide  all  of  ye  fore- 
said lands  equally  to  all  that  are  now  Concerned  in  ye  devision 
according  to  ye  Ivight  of  ye  thirteen  purchasers  always  provided 
that  these  Conditions  be  observed  (that  is)  That  all  the  persons 
that  are  concerned  in  the  purchase  of  Pautuxett  aforesaid  shall 
have  theire  land  layd  out  as  convenient  to  &  for  one  as  to  an- 
other in  Quantety  Quallitie  and  Conveniencey  to  &  neer  theire 
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meaddows  or  houses  as  y<:  land  will  afford  to  hold  out  accord- 
ing to  Every  mans  Right  that  he  have  in  yc  foresaid  lands:  and 
Also  Convenient  heiwayes  to  every  mans  land  or  meaddow. 
And  also  that  all  land  v/itliin  ye  said  tract  of  land  that  have 
benn  bought  sold  or  Given  shall  remaine  &  lye  in  the  sam 
places  as  they  were  bought  sould  or  given  according  to  y^  tenour 
of  their  deeds  and  y^  specification  thereof. 

And  also  that  we  shall  procure  a  man  that  have  arte  &  skeil 
to  devide  all  the  tract  of  land  which  lieth  between  Pautuxet 
River  &  y--  bounds  of  Providence  &  ye  Salt  River  on  ye  East  & 
Pachasett  River  on  y-'  West  or  as  farr  as  it  was  formerly  layd 
out;  And  it  shall  be  layd  out  according  to  y"  Conditions  man- 
ner &  forme  as  aforesaid  And  that  it  shall  be  begun  Done 
&  performed  with  all  expedision  that  possabell  may  be  attained 
unto:  And  that  ]•" very  man  or  person  that  have  any  Ivight  or 
Concernnient,  or  lawful  clayme  to  ye  foresaid  lands  or  in  or  to 
any  part  thereof  shall  helpe  to  procure  pay  and  assist  the  sur- 
veior  that  wee  doe  name  or  appoynt  according  to  ever)'  mans 
proportion  of  Right  that  they  or  wee  have  in  any  of  ye  afore- 
said land  or  lands. 

And  further  it  is  agreed  &  determined  yt  Thomas  Field  ye  suc- 
cessor of  his  unkle  William  Field  to  whome  belongeth  ye  Right  of 
Thomas  James  and  ye  Riglitof  Francis  Weston  shall  be  accom- 
modated with  ye  land  of  Poncgansett  Xeck  (so  called)  that  is  to 
say  the  Salt  Cove  called  Saxefrax  Cove  &  Providence  line  on 
ye  north  ye  Sea  on  ye  East  and  also  on  part  of  ye  South  and  on 
ye  other  part  of  ye  South  with  ye  fence  of  ye  s^  Thomas  Field  & 
Timothy  Carpenter  where  it  now  standeth  and  the  length  is 
from  ye  Sea  on  ye  East  to  goe  neere  ye  midle  of  ye  sayd  land 
Westward  to  a  ditch  which  was  formerly  made  to  be  ye  West- 
erne  bounds  so  far  as  it  reacheth  &  from  ye  South  end  of  ye 
sayd  ditch  to  goe  on  a  strait  line  to  ye  place  where  the  Cart  path 
which  goeth  to  Pumcansett  striketh  out  of  ye  common  Roadway 
&  on  ye  South  side  of  ye  sayd  Cart  path  the  which  will  be  a 
South  Westerne  corner ;  &  from  ye  sayd  corner  to  strike  away 

64 


■  r  t  -j;  ,■,.-  .7/ 


Eastward  on  a  line  to  yc  Corner  of  y^  sayd  Thomas  Field  fence 
where  it  meeteth  with  Timothy  Carpenters  fence  &  so  East- 
wardly  to  the  Salt  Water  Round  by  y<^  fence  as  aforesaid 
where  it  now  standeth  according  to  Robert  Hazzards  mapp  ; 
Provided  that  there  be  roome  sufficient  by  ye  forsayd  line  for 
a  cart  to  passe  by  a  certaine  deepe  valley  if  otherwise  for  ye 
line  to  give  so  muche  way  at  that  place  for  a  cart  to  passe; 
And  there  shall  be  liberty  for  y^  foresaid  proprietors  of  Pau- 
tuxett  and  theire  successors  for  a  cart  way  through  ye  said  land 
to  ye  sea  ;  they  who  passing  therein  may  not  damnific  ye  said 
Thomas  Field  by  leaveingdowne  of  Barrs  or  damnifieing  of  any 
of  his  Corne  or  meaddowes  or  hay  etc,  And  ye  said  tract  of 
land  shall  be  to  ye  said  Thomas  Field  his  Heirs  &  Assignes 
forever  in  luie  of  all  his  Right  in  Pautuxett  westward  to  Pau- 
chasset  River  in  ye  right  of  Thomas  James  and  Francis 
Weston.  It  is  also  agreed  that  if  any  difference  shall  arise  on 
ye  foresaid  land  to  be  layd  out  (Thomas  Field  only  excepted) 
as  Concerning  quantety  &  qualitye  &  Conveniency  shall  be  left 
to  ye  major  part  of  four  of  ye  proprietors  that  ye  unsatisfied 
party  shall  chuse  to  determe :  And  it  is  further  agreed  that 
when  ye  abovesaid  lands  are  devided  unto  Each  one  his  part 
that  Each  party  shall  have  an  instrument  written  and  signed  by 
every  proprietor  of  each  ones  part  or  parts  of  land  ;  This  being 
our  agreement  mutually  by  us  who  have  hereunto  subscribed. 

In  Witness  hereof  wee  doe  hereunto  sett  our  hands  and  fix 
our  scales  the  twenty  seventh  day  of  November  in  ye  yeare  one 
thousand  six  hundred  eighty  &  two. 

Stephen  Arnold  [l  s] 

Josepli  Williams  [l  s] 

Signed  in  the  presence                 Nathaniel  Waterman  [l  s] 

&  sealed                                      Benjamin  Carpenter  [l  s] 

of  us viz.              Silas  Carpenter  [l  s] 

Timothy  Carpenter  [l  s] 

Joseph  Washburn                          Thomas  Field  [l  s] 

Joseph  Smith                      The  marke  of  M  Mar>-  haris  [l  s] 

wido 

Arthur  Fenner  [l  s] 

Peleg  Roades  [l  s] 
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Memorandum 

Whereas  it  is  above  written  in  yc  nineteenth  and  twentyeth 
lines  Convenient  highways  to  every  mans  meadow  besides  ye 
comon  Roade  wayes  that  art-  layd  out.  It  is  ment  thereby 
that  every  man  of  us  our  heirs  and  assignes  shall  have  free 
Egresse  &  Regresse  to  goe  &  to  come  to  any  of  his  meadow 
that  falls  out  within  ye  suicunu'rance  of  another  mans  upland  i 
provided  they  shall  not  doe  any  damage  to  Cornc,  grasse  or 
any  other  thing  by  leaveing  open  of  Gates  or  barrs 

Witness  our  handes  &  seales  the  day  &  yeare  above  written. 
Witnessed  &.  Confirmed  in  presence  of  vizt. 

Joseph  Washburn  «S;  Joseph  Smith. 
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CONCLUSION. 

The  tract  now  under  criticism  was  written  on  the 
assumption  that  William  Harris  was  a  partner  with 
William  Arnold  and  William  Carpenter  and  others,  in 
some  land  scheme  which  would  in  some  way  defraud 
the  Indians  or  else  the  English  residents  of  the  Town 
of  Providence. 

The  references  that  have  here  been  made  to  the 
original  documents  must  have  proved  that  this  position 
is  untenable.  And  yet,  drop  the  name  of  William 
Harris  from  the  story  of  the  imputed  partnership,  and 
the  tract  has  lost  its  force.  The  play  has  no  Hamlet. 
"William  Harris  and  his  partners"  are  not  historical 
in  the  manner  as  claimed,  but  are  made  principal 
characters  in  a  tale  of  fiction. 

The  tract  is  largely  devoted  to  statements  of  matters 
that  are  foreign  to  the  question  of  the  "  Forgeries " 
and  relate  to  a  period  subsequent  to  February,  165S-9. 
As  of  right  they  do  not  belong  in  that  tract,  so  a 
discussion  of  them  here  is  inappropriate.  But  many  of 
the  assertions  are  based  upon  the  theory  of  the  for- 

67 


].i{j 


gerics,  and  as  it  is  believed  that  it  has  been  shown  that 
the  "Forgery"  theory  is  without  a  substantial  founda- 
tion, then  the  superstructure  must  fall  when  the  foun- 
dation crumbles,  and  the  assertions  be  stamped  as 
untrue. 

It  is  now  assumed  that  the  original  documents  pre- 
sented in  this  tract  have  pro\-ed : — 

That  in  1638  a  conveyance  called  the  "Towne  Evi- 
dence" passed  between  the  Indian  Sachems  Canonicus 
and  Miantinomi  and  Roger  Williams,  and  that  then 
the  whole  land  was  conveyed  to  his  twelve  associates, 
he  reserving  a  thirteenth  share  to  himself  ; 

That  by  agreement  among  the  thirteen  a  portion  of 
the  tract  was  set  apart  from  the  "  Grand  Purchase  "  to 
be  the  special  ownership  of  the  thirteen  men,  and  not 
to  belong  to  the  "common  lands"  of  the  Town  of 
Providence ; 

That  in  1640  a  division  line  between  this  special 
tract  and  the  Town  of  Providence  was  agreed  upon. 
All  south  of  the  line  was  thereafter  called  Pawtuxet  or 
"Pawtuxet  Lands  ;" 

That  this  division  of  property  and  the  subsequent 
deeds  all  tend  to  show  that  the  clause  (called  forged  or 
interpolated)  was  a  part  of  the  "  Sachems  Deed  "  in 
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1638  and  was  a  part  of  the  "true  wrighting"  as  recorded 
in  1658; 

That  W^ilHam  Arnold  and  ]iis  partners  traded  with 
Pumham,  Socananoco  and  Osemequin  for  the  same 
lands  of  Pawtuxet,  then  swore  allegiance  to  Massachu- 
setts and  then  got  two  of  these  Sachems  to  also  submit 
themselves  and  their  followers  to  the  same  government 
and  jurisdiction  ; 

That  there  was  no  court  in  "Providence  Plantations" 
whose  edicts  these  Indians,  or  Arnold  and  his  partners, 
would  accept,  and  that  Massachusetts  would  not  recog- 
nize in  her  courts  either  Roger  Williams  or  any  of  his 
partners,  unless  they  would  submit  to  her  jurisdiction, 
and  this  left  Roger  Williams  and  his  partners  (including 
William  Harris)  no  chance  to  maintain  their  rights, 
except  by  war,  until  1658,  when  Massachusetts  surren- 
dered all  claims  to  jurisdiction  over  "  Pawtuxet  Lands ;" 

That  as  soon  thereafter  as  was  possible  the  Provi- 
dence people  recorded  their  deed  from  the  Sachems  and 
commenced  proceedings  to  prove  the  intention  of  the 
conveyance,  by  obtaining  "confirmation"  papers  from 
the  then  reigning  Sachems  and  from  Roger  Williams  ; 

That  the  "Townc  Evidence"  was  known  to  be  in  a 
mutilated  condition  in  1650,  eight  years  before  it  was 
recorded ; 
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That  the  mutilation  stated  to  be  "by  accident"  was 
an  "eration  "  and  an  erasion  is  not  an  interpolation ; 

That  an  erasure  of  the  clause  would  have  given 
strength  to  the  deeds  of  Socananoco  and  Osemequin 
to  William  x'\rnold  and  his  partners,  and  thus  is  sug- 
gested a  motive  for  the  erasure  ; 

That  an  interpolation  of  the  debatable  clause  would 
have  proved  a  stumbling  block  to  Arnold  and  his 
friends  and  destroyed  his  deeds  from  Socananoco  and 
Osemequin,  and  thus  all  reason  for  such  an  interpo- 
lation or  the  commission  of  the  "Forgeries"  is  taken 
away ; 

That  the  clause  was  not  inserted  at  any  date  subse- 
quent to  1638,  and  thus  was  not  a  forgery,  or  the 
commencement  of  any,  land  scheme  to  prevent  the 
original  thirteen  purchasers  from  enjoying  their  just 
rights ; 

That  William  Harris  was  not  a  partner  of  any  of  the 
Arnold  men  in  any  of  their  purchases  from  the  Indians, 
and  that  he  did  not  join  in  their  treachery  to  their 
associates  by  giving  allegiance  to  Massachusetts ; 

That  he  defended  his  lawsuits  by  relying  on  the 
"Towne  Evidence  "  for  his  title  and  always  maintained 
that  the  disputed  clause  was  a  part  of  the  deed  as  origi- 
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nally  written,  and  denied  that  the  deeds  of  Pumham 
and  Socananoco  were  of  any  value  ; 

That  he  v/as  not  concerned  in  the  erasure  of  the 
clause,  and  was  not  the  "arch  conspirator"  in  any 
conspiracy  to  defraud  his  associates  or  neighbors  ; 

That  the  charges  made  against  his  good  name  ap- 
proach very  closely  to  libel  and  slander  ; 

That  what  have  been  so  positively  asserted  to  be 
"  fixed  facts  "  do  not  prove  to  be  such,  and  would  more 
con-ectly  be  called  fiction;  and  that  they  are  debat- 
able is  certainly  proven. 
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